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ABSTRACT 
 
 
Race and ethnicity contribute to degree attainment among students attending their first 
year at a higher education institution, with White and Asian students holding the highest 
degree completion rates and Black and Hispanic/Latinx students holding the lowest. 
Although the number of students attending college is increasing overall, these degree 
attainment gaps between racial groups persist and warrant assessment. Previous research 
suggests that social factors drive student retention rather than academic potential alone, 
and students are most vulnerable to well-being detriments and drop-out during their first 
year. These detriments are likely augmented for minority students who endure an added 
layer of minority-status stress on top of common stress. The purpose of the present study 
is to examine which pre-matriculation (e.g., family income), internal (e.g., personality), 
and external (e.g. social media use) resources minority students employ to attenuate the 
influence of high perceived stress on social thriving during their first undergraduate year. 
The present study extends previous theoretical models of student attrition by emphasizing 
thriving over commitment to persist to graduation and by introducing a stress and coping 
component. Two hundred fifty-eight first-year minority students from across the United 
States completed an online survey that assessed pre-matriculation characteristics, 
internal, and external resources, perceived stress, and indicators of thriving. Results 
indicate that family income, financial family support, personality factors, and social 
support network quality contribute to perceived stress and social thriving. These results 
function as a first, exploratory step in formulating a stress and coping model of social 
thriving among first-year minority students. 
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Developing a Stress and Coping Model of Social Thriving 
Among First-Year Minority Students 
The transitional period between adolescence and young adulthood creates a 
lasting foundation of experiences and decisions that inform relationships, career 
avocations, and opportunities for social mobility that follow individuals for the remainder 
of their lives (Arnett, 2000; Martin & Smyer, 1990; U.S. Department of Education, 
2016). Arnett (2000) introduces this introspective, exploratory stage as the developmental 
period of emerging adulthood (18 – 25 years), and the beginning of this stage is 
frequently characterized by the decision to pursue higher education. 
The U.S. Census Bureau (Ryan & Bauman, 2016) reports that postsecondary 
educational attainment has been steadily increasing over the past several decades. As of 
2015, 33% of adults in the U.S. ages 25 or older reported receiving a college degree, and 
this proportion is expected to increase (Ryan & Bauman, 2016). However, the trajectory 
toward degree attainment becomes more nuanced when race and ethnicity are taken into 
consideration. As more emerging adults obtain degrees, gaps in completion rates between 
particular racial groups persist or continue to grow (Ryan & Bauman, 2016). In 2015, 
Asians held the highest college completion rate (54%) followed by Whites (33%); Blacks 
and Hispanics of any race reported only approximately 23% and 16% completion rates, 
respectively (Ryan & Bauman, 2016). In a report specifically looking at a 2010 cohort of 
emerging adults entering 4-year public institutions in the US (N = 1,234, 815), 62.4% of 
students who enrolled received a degree or certificate within 6 years (Shapiro et al., 
2017). However, race and ethnicity contributed to the attainment of degrees in this 
sample as well; as with the population survey from the U.S. Census Bureau (Ryan & 
Bauman, 2016), Asians held the highest completion rate (71.7%) followed by Whites 
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(67.2%); the completion rates of Blacks and Hispanics of any race were approximately 
45.9% and 55%, respectively (Shapiro et al., 2017). 
Further investigation into the discrepancies of these figures is warranted to 
identify other potential contributors to higher education withdrawals and the promotion 
of increased retention rates across these groups. While it may be intuitive to consider 
academic potential as a strong indicator of degree completion, a multitude of research 
suggests other contributors are just as important (Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Gerdes & 
Mallinckrodt, 1994; Simmons, 2017; Smedley, Myers & Harrell, 1993). According to 
Gerdes and Mallinckrodt (1994), attrition rates are also largely determined by successful 
social integration and other social factors, such as building a support network (Hays & 
Oxley, 1986; Brooks & DuBois, 1995), rather than just cognitive or academic potential. 
The necessity for social integration is greatest during the first year, as attrition rates are 
as high as 20% for freshmen. Inadequate social and emotional integration during the first 
year frequently results in depressive symptoms, feelings of isolation, increased levels of 
stress and anxiety, and an overall decrease in morale, suggesting a possible explanation 
for the aforementioned low persistence to graduation for some racial minority groups 
(Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 1994; Friedlander, Reid, Shupak & Cribbie, 2007). 
Alongside social and emotional influences, individual differences and 
environmental factors inadvertently affect how social integration occurs. For example, 
attributes of an individual, such as their gender, socioeconomic status, race, and 
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personality play a role in how social support networks are built and how they might be 
used, such as how female students tend to have larger social networks than males (Hays 
& Oxley, 1986; Brooks & Dubois, 1995; Fisher & Hartmann, 1995). Similarly, physical 
characteristics of the environment can influence friendship formation and perceptions of 
one’s social network, such as the social integration of first-year students who choose to 
live in residence halls versus those who commute from home (Hays & Oxley, 1986; 
Brooks & Dubois, 1995). 
Key Preceding Theoretical Models of Retention & Attrition 
 
As a result of the prevailing gap between students who successfully complete 
higher education persisting to graduation and students who leave higher education before 
degree attainment, researchers of student attrition have proposed several models to 
explain this phenomenon. Two models in particular, Tinto’s (1975) Model of College 
Dropout Behavior and Bean’s (1980) Student Attrition Model, seek to identify how 
individual, environmental, academic, and social factors work together to contribute to  
student attrition, and they have been instrumental in informing subsequent research on 
this subject. 
Tinto’s (1975) Model of College Dropout Behavior 
 
Frequently described as seminal in the field of student attrition, Tinto’s (1975) 
Model of College Dropout Behavior (Figure 1) provides a theoretical interpretation of the 
ways in which an individual’s goals and commitments, alongside factors that facilitate 
college integration, influence persistence over time. Drawing from Spady’s (1970) earlier 
model of dropout behavior, Tinto (1975) follows suit in incorporating Durkheim’s (1961) 
Theory of Suicide, positing that voluntarily departing from higher education (i.e. 
dropping out) can be likened to the voluntary withdrawal from society found in suicide. 
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Further, Tinto’s (1975) model features elements of cost-benefit analysis, suggesting that 
as a student arrives at a decision to take one educational action over another, other 
educational paths that seem costlier may be avoided. 
While the Model of College Student Dropout Behavior references Durkheim’s 
(1961) Theory of Suicide, Durkheim’s (1961) theory solely focuses upon circumstances 
that prompt various dropout behaviors, Tinto (1975) recognizes the suicide theory’s 
shortcomings in identifying how particular individuals come to engage in various dropout 
behaviors. To account for this inadequacy, the Model of College Student Dropout 
Behavior first conceptualizes attrition behaviors through individual attributes and 
exchanges that occur across time (Tinto, 1975). Prior to matriculation into a higher 
education institution, the model recognizes that students enter with a set of background 
characteristics (such as prior academic merit, family attributes, social class, high school 
experiences, gender, and race/ethnicity), as well as prior expectations for their impending 
educational experiences and their level of motivation to excel. Tinto (1975) denotes these 
characteristics collectively as contributors to a student’s educational goal commitment, a 
pivotal predictor in how a student will navigate the higher education space and whether 
they decide to remain committed for the entirety of the degree attainment period (e.g., the 
full two years for an associate’s degree). According to Tinto (1975), the higher a 
student’s level of goal commitment, the higher the likelihood of their persistence to 
graduation. 
In addition to a student’s goal commitment, the Model of College Dropout 
Behavior takes into account the type and characteristics of a student’s institution, 
theorizing that the institution plays a role in the aforementioned expectations and 
motivations for their educational career (Tinto, 1975). For example, choosing to attend a 
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university known for its academic rigor and prestige versus a lesser known, more lenient 
university impacts motivation to remain enrolled, as the more prestigious university 
presents challenges the later university may not, such as increased tuition rates or having 
less time to socialize due to greater amounts of coursework. In this case, a student’s 
commitment to degree completion (either staying or leaving) could be influenced by their 
financial position or other pertinent factors. Tinto (1975) terms this commitment as a 
student’s institutional commitment. 
Together, a student’s goal and institutional commitments work to guide how 
academic and social interactions affect their decision to persist to graduation (Tinto, 
1975). According to Tinto (1975), these commitments inform educational interactions 
that modify the degree to which the student is adequately integrated into two major 
components of the university environment: the academic and social spheres. Tinto (1975) 
maintains that it is the level of integration into these spheres that most directly influences 
dropout or retention behaviors; the greater the integration, the lower the likelihood for 
student departure. For example, the model suggests that goal commitments may impact a 
student’s grade point average or the amount they choose to commit to studying for their 
courses. A student who chooses to devote a small amount of time to coursework is less 
academically integrated than a student who chooses to devote considerable amounts of 
time (academic integration). Likewise, institutional commitment could affect the building 
of their social network or the degree to which they engage with their superiors. For 
example, if their institutional commitment is high, a student may choose to join clubs or 
participate in Greek life (social integration) (Tinto, 1975). Furthermore, academic and 
social integration operate separately from each other, and it is suggested that a student 
could still leave their institution if they are more integrated into one sphere while 
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neglecting the other (Tinto, 1975). These educational choices and varying levels of 
integration, in addition to external forces such as job market variations, could cause a 
student’s goal commitments and institutional commitments to fluctuate, which in turn, 
contribute to the ultimate attrition or retention decision (see Figure 1; Tinto, 1975). 
Since the introduction of Tinto’s (1975) Model of College Dropout Behavior, a 
host of studies have sought to empirically assess the model’s ability to explain attrition 
and retention decisions, drawing from segments of the model or testing the model as a 
whole (Aljohani, 2016; Pescarella & Terenzini, 1980; Barnett, 2006; Longwell-Grice & 
Longwell-Grice, 2008; Mannon, 2001). A study conducted by Pescarella and Terenzini 
(1980) tested Tinto’s (1975) model with a multidimensional five-scale measure that they 
created to assess the academic and social systems. With the goal of deciphering which 
first-year students would persist versus drop out, the measure was administered 
longitudinally – once during the summer prior to matriculation and once during the 
student’s second semester. The five dimensions mapped onto pre- matriculation 
characteristics, academic performance, and extracurricular activities based upon Tinto’s 
(1975) model (Pescarella & Terenzini, 1980). Providing some validation to the model, 
the measure was effective in identifying first-year students who were persisting versus 
dropping out; in a cross-validation sample, 78.9% of persisting students and 75.8% of 
students who later dropped out were correctly identified (Pescarella & Terenzini, 1980). 
Further, results suggested that those who persisted scored higher in general across the 
scales assessing student-faculty interactions in comparison to those inclined to leave the 
institution, and these student- faculty relationships were stronger predictors of persistence 
to graduation than the student’s relationships with their peers (Pescarella & Terenzini, 
1980). 
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In another, more recent study, Barnett (2006) applied a component of the model, 
faculty and staff interactions as it pertains to students obtaining validation, to urban 
students attending community college (often comprised of a higher proportion of older 
students and underrepresented minorities). Validation, acquired through interactions with 
faculty and staff, was hypothesized to be a critical component of Tinto’s (1975) notion of 
integration and, thus, was hypothesized to predict the intent to persist (Barnett, 2006). As 
expected, all identified sub-constructs of validation predicted integration and competent 
membership of the institution, and two of the identified sub- constructs of validation 
predicted intent to persist to graduation. Lastly, integration accompanied by the 
necessary skillsets and knowledge to succeed in the college environment or “competent 
membership” predicted intent to persist to graduation. When testing whether validation 
was mediated by integration and competent membership to predict intent to persist to 
graduation, it was found that validation was mediated by competent membership while 
competent membership had a direct effect, providing some empirical support for Tinto’s 
(1975) model (Barnett, 2006). 
Bean’s (1980) Student Attrition Model 
 
Following the development of Tinto’s (1975) Model of College Dropout Behavior 
and other research offering explanations for student attrition (e.g. Spady,1970), Bean’s
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(1980) Student Attrition Model (Figure 2) attempted to address shortcomings in previous 
routes taken by drawing on research regarding organizational employee attrition (Price, 
1977) to identify determinants of leaving an institutional body. The model, which Bean 
intended as causal model, responds to the inattention towards directional causality of 
previous work through organizing twenty-eight variables into four groups: the 
background characteristics of the student, characteristics of the institution, the 
moderating variables of institutional satisfaction and institutional commitment, and 
lastly, the dependent variable of student attrition. 
As mentioned, Bean’s (1980) Student Attrition Model relies upon the assumption 
that a student’s attrition from an academic institution is equivalent to an individual’s 
attrition from an occupational workplace. As with Tinto (1975) and Price (1977), the 
model recognizes that students enter the academic setting, in a similar manner to new 
employees, with background characteristics that influence navigation of the institution’s 
environment through interacting with the institution’s characteristics. In this model, a 
student’s prior academic achievement, current socioeconomic status, whether or not they 
are a resident of the state in which the institution is located, how far away a student’s 
institution is from their family’s home, and the size of the community the student is from 
act as pertinent background factors. However, unlike Tinto’s (1975) Model of College 
Student Dropout, the model does not consider characteristics such as race or the direct 
influence of a student’s family (Bean, 1980). 
With these background characteristics, a student enters an institution, 
encountering a host of what Bean (1980) refers to as organizational variables. According 
to Bean’s (1980) model, these variables include a student’s perception of the environment 
and task at hand, such as routinization (whether a not a student views participating in 
10  
academia as repetitive) and institutional quality. Additionally, the model follows Tinto’s 
(1975) model by including social integration (the building of a social network), academic 
integration (advisor relationships, contact with professors), and goal commitment (Bean, 
1980). Lastly, the model covers concrete, objective organizational variables, in addition 
to the aforementioned subjective measures, such as a student’s grade point average or 
their involvement in institutional activities (Bean, 1980). 
Collectively, Bean (1980) theorized that a student’s background characteristics 
and their interactions with their institution contribute to their overall satisfaction with 
their experience, ultimately determining their institutional commitment; this level of 
institutional commitment then predicts their decision to depart or remain part of the 
university. While the model does not explicitly mention background characteristics such 
as gender or race (all participants identified as Caucasian) as contributors to this 
departure, Bean’s (1980) approach to data analysis included testing the model separately 
for both males and females with the same factors. The data provided partial support for 
the theoretical model. For example, institutional commitment (echoing Tinto, 1975) 
emerged as the most critical variable in predicting student attrition; however, the 
analysis revealed that males and females chose to leave their institution for different 
reasons. Bean (1980) illustrated these differences through profiles of what a typical male 
or female “looks like” in terms of their path to departure (Table 1). 
The Minority Experience 
 
Unique Stressors 
 
       The minority student experience diverges considerably from that of their 
White counterparts (Castellanos & Cole, 2002). In addition to the expected 
transitional stressors emerging adults encounter as they individuate themselves from 
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their previous support networks, minority students carry an additional load that is 
unique to them given their minority status, and these stressors often fall undetected 
by racial or ethnic majority students (Smedley, Myers & Harrell, 1993; Hurtado & 
Carter, 1997; Castellanos & Cole, 2002; Wei, Ku & Liao, 2011). Walton and Cohen 
(2007) suggest minorities can experience belonging uncertainty, a phenomenon in 
which an individual fails to feel socially connected to the institution to which they 
belong while questioning the legitimacy of their social connections, and according to 
Walton and Cohen (2007), this can potentially exacerbate the observed disparities in 
higher education matriculation and completion. Other unique stressors minorities 
often face include feelings of alienation, distrust of their peers, discriminatory 
attitudes of their peers and faculty, incidents of legitimate or perceived prejudices and 
discrimination, stigma consciousness, and expectations of rejection from faculty and 
peers, resulting in an overarching negative attitude and feeling of detachment towards 
their institution (Walton & Cohen, 2007; Smedley, Myers & Harrell, 1993; Wei, Ku 
& Liao, 2011; Johnson et al., 2014). Despite these unique stressors, minority students 
frequently choose to endure majority spaces where these unique stressors may be 
even magnified, such as when attending predominantly White institutions (PWI) with 
the hope that future career opportunities emerge post- graduation, as many 
prestigious, “elite” institutions are comprised of a predominantly White student body. 
Social Thriving 
       The models of attrition and retention discussed prior suggest that inadequate 
satisfaction (Bean, 1980) or academic/social integration (Tinto, 1975) contribute to 
institutional commitment, ultimately predicting departure decisions, and these models 
follow the trend with previous research to equate survival to success (O’Leary, 
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1998). According to O’Leary and Ickovics (1995), when faced with adversity, 
survival (persistence) can be defined as an individual continuing on below their 
baseline level of functioning as a consequence of being negatively affected by a 
particular stressor. Alternatively, thriving is defined as flourishing beyond an 
individual’s baseline level of functioning, rather than merely recovering to baseline, 
even when a stressor is introduced (O’Leary & Ickovics, 1995). When this concept of 
thriving is applied to experiencing both common and minority-status stressors at their 
institutions, minority students face similar options in their academic trajectories; they 
may either persist to graduation with these stressors or thrive along the way despite 
them. In addition, O’Leary and Ickovics (1995) suggest that the thriving level of 
functioning manifests through behavior, emotions, and cognition, and often follow 
after arriving at a challenge mindset, perceiving stressors as surmountable and 
valuable learning opportunities. 
         Aforementioned, students are most vulnerable to negative shifts in well-
being (e.g. depression) and higher drop-out rates during their first year (Gerdes & 
Mallinckrodt, 1994), and minority students are especially vulnerable during this time 
as a consequence of enduring an additional layer of minority-status stressors 
(Smedley, Myers & Harrell, 1993; Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Castellanos & Cole, 
2002; Wei, Ku & Liao, 2011). Institutional commitment (and prior predictors in the 
attrition and retention models reviewed earlier) may contribute, in part, to departure 
decisions. However, these trends for first-year students suggest contributors to 
attrition and retention decisions may occur earlier in their student careers – just after 
matriculation – and these negative shifts in well-being likely play a role. Further, as 
discussed prior, social factors are considered especially critical as first-year students 
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commit to degree completion (Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 
1994; Simmons, 2017; Smedley, Myers & Harrell, 1993). Therefore, more 
appropriate indicators of attrition and retention decisions would place emphasis upon 
social thriving, taking into account the social elements of behavior, emotions, and 
cognition as a thriving outcome for the student. Elements could include general 
happiness, depression levels, self-esteem, and overall college adjustment reminiscent 
of previous conceptions of flourishing in the literature while still taking into 
consideration social integration and closeness to the university as with reviewed 
models (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005; Fredrickson, 2001; Tinto, 1975; Bean, 
1980; Keyes, 1998, 2005). An emphasis on social thriving among first-year minority 
students as an outcome to a model in development, rather than the decision to depart, 
would inherently separate minority students who choose to leave due to not achieving 
an adequate level of thriving and those who leave for alternative reasons, such as 
relocation or a change in priority. 
The Importance of Social Integration, Fit, and Belonging 
 
       Given the fundamentally, social qualities of these stressors, social integration and 
belonging emerge as paramount in the success and thriving of minority students when 
transitioning to college (Schwitzer, Griffin & Ancis, 1999; Fisher & Hartman, 1995). 
When students feel socially connected with a support network, positive mental and 
physical outcomes result, including effective adjustment to stressful environments, 
reduction of depressive symptoms, and alleviation of detachment (Walton and Cohen, 
2007; Compas, Slavin, Wagner & Vannatta, 1986). In a study with Black and White 
undergraduate students at a PWI, Fisher and Hartman (1995) illuminated the previously 
mentioned stressors and the importance of social capital —a social resource that takes the 
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form of relationships, support networks, achievements or knowledge (Brown & Davis, 
2001) —through a series of interview questions regarding racial influences upon campus 
climate. When students were asked if they experienced difficulty getting to know other 
students as a consequence of their race, 22% of Black students (compared to 4% White) 
answered yes. In regards to social groups with neither race wanting to stand out from 
their peers, 84% of Black students (compared to 65% White) agreed their race affected 
their participation, maintaining that they would feel unwelcome and out of place in 
predominantly White campus organizations (Fisher & Hartman, 1995). 
Further, Walton and Cohen (2007) observed the consequences of belonging 
uncertainty on the social capital of minority students with two experiments emphasizing 
the effects of underrepresentation and stigma consciousness. In their first experiment, 
students (36 Black, 34 White) were instructed to list either two friends or eight friends 
who would fit well into their school’s computer science department, with the expectation 
that listing eight friends would be difficult, inciting minority students to question their 
belonging in the field, and that listing two friends would be easier, creating an illusion of 
belonging. Due to the unique perspective and stressors minority students experience, 
Walton and Cohen (2007) hypothesized that White students, a demographic that makes 
up the majority of the computer science field, would not be sensitive to the difficulty in 
naming friends. After the listing task, participants were then asked how confident they 
were in themselves to succeed in computer science. Results supported Walton and 
Cohen’s (2007) expectation in that Black students reported decreased confidence in their 
ability to succeed as well as fit poorer in computer science when assigned to the difficult 
condition of listing more friends, with majority students showing no effect. 
         Similar trends were found in Walton and Cohen’s (2007) second experiment. 
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Unlike the direct manipulation of first experiment, the second experiment demonstrated 
the effects of more naturally occurring instances of threat to a student’s sense of social 
belonging, which could affect social capital and subsequently, retention. Black students 
in the experimental condition were informed that transitional stress is common during 
your first year as an undergraduate student regardless of racial identity, while a group of 
Black students in the control condition were not. After this session, students were asked 
to track their social cohesion, fit, and potential to succeed for 7 days, as well as social 
interactions with faculty and peers (i.e. office hours or e-mails), a challenge-seeking 
measure involving the selection of 12 courses, and instances of social adversity (Walton 
& Cohen, 2007). Results suggested that when Black students were assured that 
transitional, first-year stress was a normal occurrence, not a consequence of their race, 
and that upperclassman of varying races conveyed feeling similarly, they showed 
increased levels of belonging and potential, chose more difficult courses due to 
increased perception of self-efficacy, and showed reduced variability of belonging and 
fit across the week even when faced with adversity, while White students showed no 
significant effects of the intervention (Walton & Cohen, 2007). 
Perceived Stress & Challenge versus Threat Evaluation 
 
         As discussed, the stressors that first-year minority students face present 
distinctive trials, or demands. According to stress and coping theories, such 
circumstances prompt individuals to evaluate their coping resources (Blascovich, 
Mendes, Hunter, Lickel, Kowai-Bell, 2001). The demands of the environment and 
situation are then weighed against the available resources, resulting in the student’s 
motivational state in facing the demand (Blascovich et al., 2001). Should an 
individual, such as a minority student, perceive the demands of the environment as 
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greater than their available resources, their vulnerability manifests as threat. In 
contrast, if an individual perceives their available resources as equal or exceeding the 
demands of their circumstances, a challenge motivational state emerges instead 
(Blascovich et al., 2001). 
According to Blascovich and his colleagues (2001), this evaluation process 
consists of deciphering the degree of danger, uncertainty, and required effort in a given 
context. Once determined, Blascovich and colleagues’ (2001) theoretical model posits 
that an individual’s resources are assessed for applicable knowledge, abilities, 
dispositional characteristics, and external supports to manage the situation. For minority 
students, the overarching goal to socially integrate and thrive can be a highly demanding 
situation requiring a multitude of resources to succeed. For example, intergroup 
interactions, a fundamental factor in spaces of underrepresentation, are often regarded as 
dangerous or uncertain situations, as a consequence of the intergroup anxiety 
experienced (Mendes, Blascovich, Lickel, & Hunter, 2002; Stephan & Stephan, 1985). 
The degree completion discrepancies among majority and minority groups may be 
due in part to discrepancies in challenge versus threat evaluations, and the success of 
some minority students in accomplishing adequate social connectedness, closeness to 
their institution, and thriving could stem from variances in available or utilization of 
resources. Therefore, it makes sense to investigate how a set of protective variables 
contribute to minority students’ perceptions of feeling equipped for their first-year at a 
college or university to establish a challenge mindset, providing a path for thriving to 
ensue. 
Social Thriving Through Resources 
 
Student organizations. Hispanic individuals of any race show the lowest 
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percentages of degree completion, and Hurtado and Carter (1997) maintain the necessity 
of assessing their perceptions of fit and belonging in higher education as key in 
understanding these disparities, the aforementioned stressors, and ways to reduce them. 
In order to explore this, they compiled longitudinal data from the National Survey of 
Hispanic Students (NSHS), the Student Descriptive Questionnaire (SDQ), various 
sources regarding college selectivity, and a follow-up NSHS survey (first year through 
post-graduation) and identified contributors to a sense of belonging and, consequently, 
persistence for Latino college students (Hurtado & Carter, 1997). Results from this study 
echo several previous studies (e.g. Hurtado & Puojuan, 2005; Hoffman, Richmond, 
Morrow & Salomone, 2002) that conclude students’ perceptions of belonging are 
positively influenced by academic activities that combine social connection and 
academics, such as convening with peers over course materials outside of the classroom 
and tutoring during the second and third years. Conversely, GPA and independent 
activities held no significant relationship (Hurtado & Carter, 1997). Furthermore, Latinx 
students who were affiliated with student organizations in their second year, particularly 
religious organizations and Greek life, exhibited a higher sense of belonging than Latinx 
students who were not, and in the third year, those who were affiliated with social-
community organizations (as well as religious organizations, and student government) 
showed a significant increase in sense of belonging than non-affiliated (Hurtado & 
Carter, 1997). 
       Interestingly, by the third year, Greek life no longer contributed to the student’s 
sense of belonging, potentially suggesting the importance of social contact with student 
organizations early in a minority student’s career to promote feelings of belonging 
(Hurtado & Carter, 1997). Additionally, Latinx students who were affiliated with racial- 
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ethnic organizations on campus felt a higher sense of belonging when campus tension 
caused by race was evident, suggesting that affiliation with these specific organizations 
could buffer a negative racial climate, even though there was no effect in the affiliation 
with these groups on overall sense of belonging (Hurtado & Carter, 1997). 
Institutional support and resources. As a consequence of the enduring 
matriculation and persistence disparities among minority students, institutions are 
continually working to retain these students through various institutional supports 
(Simmons, 2017). Research suggests that the diversity and inclusion efforts of 
institutions, including some PWIs, result in increased levels of engagement and success 
for their minority students (Nelson Laird, Bridges, Morelon-Quainoo, Williams, & 
Holmes, 2007). Institutional supports of this nature often take the form of campus 
cultural centers, which act as sanctuaries for minority students, facilitate academic aid, 
provide social opportunities with other minority students of the same background, and 
deliver programs highlighting heritage and culture. These centers also offer emotional 
support to students experiencing minority-status stressors (Jones, Castellanos & Cole, 
2002; Jones, Mazur, Montoya, Rairden, Ramos & White, 2004). Jones and colleagues 
(2002) posit that minority stressors arise not solely from external sources, but these 
stressors manifest from within- groups as well (i.e. loyalty to one’s race, acting or 
behaving in an acceptable manner according to one’s race and its members), and centers 
familiar with the cultural characteristics and experiences of minorities can provide an 
avenue for these students to express themselves, fostering closeness to the institution and 
potentially leading to persistence and graduation (Jones, Castellanos & Cole, 2002). 
Jones, Castellanos, and Cole (2002) conducted a study exploring the minority 
student experience at a PWI for African American, Chicano/Latino, Native American, 
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and Asian-Pacific American individuals through a series of four focus groups (one for 
each group) at a cross-cultural center with both general and specific questions regarding 
campus climate and observations. Students described cross-cultural centers as “stress- 
free,” and “a good place to address personal and social issues.” Further, Asian students 
went on to say the cross-cultural center was positive and different from the rest of the 
institution, and Latino students described it as “a home away from home” (Jones, 
Castellanos, & Cole, 2002). Overall, student responses attributed these types of 
institutional supports as key contributors to their retention (Jones, Castellanos, & Cole, 
2002). 
         Virtual support networks. As previously mentioned, changing 
geographical location is often inherently a part of higher education attendance 
for emerging adults (Arnett, 2000; Goldschieder & Goldscheider, 1994), and 
with this relocation, students leave behind their support network of friends, 
family, and general familiarity in search of a new secure base to cope with 
the change, a potentially stressful experience that is amplified for minority 
students who often face underrepresentation and loss of culture when 
enrolling in a college or university (Hays & Oxley, 1986; Ellison, Steinfield, 
& Lampe, 2007). While support networks during the first-year transitional 
period typically take a local form, consisting of classmates, roommates, 
fellow members of student organizations and clubs, and sometimes even 
friends and family who might reside close by, the evolution of social 
networking sites (SNSs) allows for students to benefit from previously 
established social networks regardless of location using computers and other 
forms of mobile devices while simultaneously instituting and maintaining 
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new connections on the platforms (Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007). 
Ellison, Steinfield, and Lampe (2007) explored the benefits of SNSs in 
maintaining social capital in a study with college students who use a major SNS 
(Facebook). Participants completed measures regarding their Facebook usage and its 
effects on self-esteem and life satisfaction, as well as two forms of social capital: 
bridging (shallow connections in which students gain from the relationship, but no 
emotional support is provided) and bonding (deep connections in which students depend 
on the relationship) (Ellison et al., 2007). Results suggest that student users of Facebook 
predominantly engage with those they have an offline connection with, such as an 
existing close friend, rather than using the platform to make new connections, and many 
of these students use Facebook to maintain ties from high school friends during the 
transition to attending college. However, new students in the study tended to use 
Facebook to foster new relationships, suggesting that SNSs could be a valuable asset to 
first-year students, and they could provide a buffer to the detriments that may occur for 
first- year minority students (Ellison et al., 2007). Further, results of this study suggest 
that White students engaged with bridging social capital more than non-White students, 
as well as bonding type social capital, a potential contributor to degree attainment 
disparities observed between some races and ethnicities. 
Friendship & Social Support Network Quality. During times of stress and 
transition, friends are frequently sought for social support, as they encompass a multitude 
of functions; to many, friends act as confidants, companions, purveyors of guidance, 
constructive critics, helpers, and through these roles, they contribute to a student’s sense 
of belonging (Buote et al., 2007). As it would logically follow, friendship quality could 
be considered an invaluable resource for coping with the first-year experience as friends 
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are often key contributors to a student’s social support network, and the intimacy of best 
friendship is especially imperative during times of stress (Buote, et al., 2007). Casual 
friendships that form within the first semester often turn into close friendships by the end 
of it (Buote et al., 2007; Hays, 1984), and the mere willingness or openness to obtain 
friendships can advance the process (Buote et al., 2007). For minority students, 
friendship could function as a pivotal mechanism to buffer the effects of 
underrepresentation and minority-status stress; Walton and Cohen’s (2007) Experiment 1 
provided evidence that quantity of friendship contributes to a sense of belonging and fit, 
and Bennett and Bean’s (1984) Conceptual Model for Black Attrition highlights the 
benefits of interracial friendships and relations for minority students. 
Buote and colleagues (2007) conducted a study with participants of diverse 
backgrounds (156 minority; 22%) assessing the relationship between friendship and 
adjustment upon attending a university, the differences in necessity of friendship from 
students who commute and students who reside in dormitories, and how openness to 
friendship formation contributes to university adjustment. As expected, results of this 
study show the quality of new friendships serves as a significant, positive predictor of 
university adjustment more so than quantity of friendships, which was also a significant 
predictor of adjustment to university (Buote et al., 2007). In addition, openness to 
forming new friendships was significantly and positively associated with increased 
feelings of university adjustment, and openness to new friendships also significantly 
predicted quality of friendships (Buote et al., 2007). 
Another component to this study involved a qualitative interview portion in order 
to gain a deeper insight into the way friendships are formed. A diverse sample of twelve 
students were involved in these interviews, and results reinforced the quantitative data. 
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According to the results, openness to friendship was related to friendship formation and 
social integration at a university. Student accounts revealed how the friend formation 
process began immediately upon arrival, and students would seek out individuals who 
were like them in interests, humor, sexual orientations, and had experienced similar trials 
and activities (Buote et al., 2007). Friendships would also form due to proximity, such as 
sharing classes, and the more proximity they had with individuals, the more intimate the 
friendship became over time (Buote et al., 2007). Furthermore, students were asked how 
they believed friendship contributed to adjustment at their university, and their responses 
showed that friendship directly contributes to a sense of belonging and companionship 
that diminishes loneliness, acts as a resource for advice, provides models for matching 
acceptable behavior at the institution, and leads to meeting others through mutual friends 
(Buote et al., 2007). 
Social skills & personality factors. While institutional supports, student 
organizations, and SNSs can be instrumental in aiding in the construction of support 
networks and feelings of belonging for minority students, individual differences in 
students, such as social skills and personality factors employed by the student could also 
be key in whether successful social outcomes, such as the development of friendships, 
follow enrollment during the first year at a university. As previously discussed in Fisher 
and Hartman (1995)’s account, a student’s race affects how they get to know others and 
participate in campus life, and minority students are tasked with the extra burden of 
making friends while experiencing stigma consciousness, a phenomenon by which an 
individual is aware of negative stereotypes associated with their own race (Brown & Lee, 
2005). Personality traits, such as extraversion and agreeableness, might aid in navigating 
social interactions, while proactive strategies, like self-presentation, or skills, such as 
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accurate emotional appraisal of social partners, might contribute to their success as well. 
The Big Five personality traits (openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, 
agreeableness, neuroticism) play an important role in an individual’s coping 
strategies, perceptions of perceived support, and the functions of an individual’s 
social support network (Swickert, Hittner & Foster, 2010). For example, individuals 
who score high on extraversion tend to be more outgoing and evoke larger support 
networks, and as a consequence, in times of need, their perceived level of support is 
higher given their larger quantities of friends (Swickert et al., 2010; Finch & 
Graziano, 2001). Additionally, research suggests that individuals who are high in 
extraversion, high in agreeableness, and low in neuroticism also report increased 
levels of perceived support, as both extraversion and agreeableness are characterized 
as genial, outgoing, thoughtful and accommodating, while neuroticism is 
characterized by irritability and anxiety (Swickert et al., 2010). Though scarcely 
studied, individuals who score high in openness and conscientiousness may also 
report increased levels of perceived social support; the qualities of conscientiousness 
typically involve reliability and integrity, attractive characteristics during friendship 
formation, while openness to new experiences could translate to a willingness to 
build new friendships with a variety of individuals (Swickert et al., 2010; Buote et al., 
2007). Minority students who exhibit these characteristics throughout their first 
undergraduate year would potentially have an advantage over those who exhibit less 
social personality traits, such as introversion or high levels of neuroticism. 
Emotions can be described as responses to changes in the environment that are 
deemed relevant to the perceiver given their concerns or preference to maintain a certain 
state of themselves or the space around them (Frijda & Mesquita, 1994). Alongside 
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personality traits, emotional intelligence, or accurate emotional appraisal and regulation 
of an individual’s own emotions, understanding the emotions of others, and how these 
changes of emotion manifest as a result of external influences (and vice versa) are 
essential within the navigation of social interactions (Mayer & Salovey, 1997), and the 
development of these emotional intelligence skills for minority students could contribute 
to relationship-building and coping in the first year of college or university (Fridja & 
Mesquita, 1994). For example, each emotional experience can have social consequences 
that stem from the culture in which someone resides; norms of that culture may have 
parameters for appropriate times to express or suppress emotion (Fridja & Mesquita, 
1994). Individuals who understand these norms might engage in self-presentation to fit 
their surroundings and to be seen as more acceptable; for instance, with occurrences of 
stigma consciousness, a minority student may choose to downplay or regulate emotional 
responses or expressions typically associated with a particular stereotype to increase a 
sense of belonging and proximity to majority patrons (Fridja & Mesquita, 1994; Walton 
& Cohen, 2007). 
Parker, Hogan, Eastabrook, Oke, and Wood (2006) examined the relationship 
between emotional intelligence and persistence to graduation. With a sample of first-year 
students transitioning from high-school to university, an emotional intelligence measure 
was administered (Emotional Quotient Inventor: Bar-On, 2002), and student progression 
through the university was monitored over the course of a year. Results from this study 
provided support for emotional intelligence as a potentially important contributor to 
persistence to graduation. The portion of students that remained enrolled in their 
university scored significantly higher on emotional intelligence than their peers who 
dropped out (Parker et al., 2006). 
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Pre-matriculation predictors. With most of the previously discussed variables, 
minority students can play an active role in their social thriving; however, there are 
developmental and (often pre-matriculation) external factors that may play a role in their 
persistence as well. For example, gender differences, family structure and support, and 
even socioeconomic status (SES) can influence how minority students fare in their first 
year. 
         Research often regards all minority students as collectively experiencing the 
same degree of difficulty; however, fewer Black male students enroll than Black female 
students, and research suggests their experiences differ in important ways (Chavous, 
2002). Fleming (1984) suggests the underrepresentation of Black male students in some 
university settings could increase the visibility of those that are enrolled and the saliency 
of the small number. As a consequence of this underrepresentation, Black male students 
are missing other Black male students for support, especially during moments of social 
adversity and the persistent consciousness of stereotypes regarding academic aptitude. 
Additionally, females in general within educational spaces are treated differently than 
males; professors tend to engage with and notice females less than males, their 
interactions evoking a response from students to act in accordance with how they are 
treated (Chavous, 2002). For minority females, their overall experience is potentially 
negative, though less negative socially than for minority males, as a consequence of being 
both minority-status and female, and this warrants research that looks into the 
experiences of minority males and females separately to better identify predictors of 
attrition (Chavous, 2002). 
A multitude of research suggests that the connections to family and home prior to 
enrollment as well as the maintenance of this connection during attendance is crucial for 
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the success and social integration of minority students (Maramba & Palmer, 2011; Kenny 
& Stryker, 1996; Holahan, Valentiner, & Moos, 1995). In a study conducted by Rosas 
and Hamrick (2002) regarding the experiences of Latina students attending an array of 
higher education institutions, family support emerged as paramount in the decision to 
attend a particular school and as providers of periodic, consistent encouragement to aid in 
adjustment (Maramba & Palmer, 2011). During instances of culture loss, family 
connections act as mechanisms to keep the particular culture from which minority 
students come a regular part of their lives (Gonzalez, 2002; Maramba & Palmer, 2011). 
        In a study conducted by Guiffrida (2005) with Black students attending a PWI, 
results suggested that individuals with the most success (and first-generation, in this case) 
attributed their achievements to the support of their families; alongside emotional 
support, financial support from their families surfaced as especially important in allowing 
students to maintain focus on studies (Maramba & Palmer, 2011). Further, other parental 
characteristics like socioeconomic status (SES) and class (Ostrove & Long, 2007) can 
also influence a minority student’s resources and tools for social competency to 
contribute to ease of social navigation. Additionally, these factors can simultaneously 
provide clues (clothing, previous education, etc.) about their pre-matriculation family and 
economic background to peers with whom they may interact, predisposing minority 
students to the risk of further discrimination if these elements are not in line with social 
norms (Langhout, Roselli, & Feinstein, 2006; Ostrove & Long, 2007). 
The Present Study 
 
Despite the extra challenges minority students endure during their first-year, there 
are some that fare better than others, not only persisting towards degree completion, but 
thriving along the way. The purpose of the present study is to uncover which pre- 
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matriculation, internal, or external variables a minority student may have or employ that 
contribute to successful adjustment and thriving during their first undergraduate year. 
More specifically, the goal of the present study is to identify which of these protective 
resource variables are more important than others for minority students when navigating 
the situational demands that occur during their first year. Furthermore, the predictor 
variables to be explored extend beyond those covered in previous theoretical models of 
general student attrition to assess modern resources, such as SNSs and institutional 
resources. Also, the assessment of these variables will account for the addition of unique 
stressors in combination with common stressors experienced by minority students 
through the introduction of the stress and coping perspective through exploring how these 
resource variables interact with perceived stress (Blascovich et al., 2001; Smedley, 
Myers, & Harrell, 1993). In doing so, strides can be taken to formulate a current, 
conceptual stress and coping model of social thriving (MOST) for first-year minority 
students. Such a model can aid in understanding the value of institutional supports and 
informing new interventions to close the gap of retention and thriving between minority 
and majority students. Thus, the role of the present study is the first, exploratory step 
toward accomplishing this goal and will aid in moving toward a more formal model. 
The structure and variables of the present model in development follow the models 
of attrition and retention reviewed earlier in many ways, particularly with the 
emphasis upon social integration and key predictor variables for both pre- and post-
matriculation (Tinto, 1975; Bean, 1980; Bennett & Bean, 1984; Simmons, 2017). 
However, unlike the many models of attrition prevention and persistence, the 
purpose of developing a MOST model is to place an emphasis upon social and 
developmental predictors and strategies that lead to social successes and prospering 
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throughout a student’s first year. Rather than just academic potential, focusing upon 
what the student is failing to do (Padilla, Trevino, Gonzalez, & Trevino, 1997) or 
considering success as just making it to graduation alone, the organization of the 
model will follow the evidence that noncognitive factors carry a greater weight than 
expected for student success (Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 
1994; Simmons, 2017; Smedley, Myers, & Harrell, 1993; Simmons, 2017). Given 
the previously mentioned findings in minority persistence and attrition, it is 
hypothesized that successful minority students cultivate social integration, a sense of 
belonging or closeness to the institution, challenge appraisal, and overall thriving 
through three key types of social and entrance resources (Figure 3): pre-matriculation 
(gender differences, family support, SES), internal (social skills, personality factors) 
and external (social support network quality, institutional supports, student 
organizations, SNSs). 
Developing a Testable Structure & Expected Results 
 
The first type of factor contributing to a minority student’s social thriving 
consists of variables that are established prior to matriculation. For instance, 
characteristics such as gender are not personally selected by the student, but as 
previously described, play a pivotal role in both evocation and construction of social 
relationships upon entry (Hays & Oxley, 1986; Brooks & Dubois, 1995). Further, a 
student’s perceptions of family support and actual supportive transactions, as well as 
their perceived economic background, are hypothesized to affect perceptions of overall 
campus climate. These components can act as either the first level of defense or increase 
susceptibility to social detriments. As these variables often emerge prior to entry to the 
institution, it would logically follow that these pre-matriculation variables could dictate 
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how internal and external variables are utilized post-matriculation. For example, a 
minority student with a strong, present family support system in place may not rely upon 
an institution’s cultural center to aid in their initial social integration. Likewise, these 
pre-matriculation variables are expected to influence the experience of perceived stress. 
For example, a student having a lower SES than the typical student at their institution 
may potentially experience increased difficulties building their social network with both 
minority and majority peers due to reduced access to trendy clothing brands, spending 
money for recreational activities, and even certain school supplies, further setting them 
apart or limiting their participation. It is hypothesized that internal variables will follow 
potential gaps provided by pre-matriculation variables. As these variables consist of 
personality factors and social skills employed by the student, given their previous 
experiences and genetic make-up (Caspi, Roberts & Shiner, 2005; Bouchard & Loehlin, 
2001), internal variables are expected to influence how the presence of common and 
minority-status stressors together contribute to a student’s overall level of thriving. For 
example, if a minority student comes from a family with lower levels of support (pre-
matriculation), an element identified as significant in a minority student’s retention 
decisions (Guiffrida, 2005; Maramba & Palmer, 2011), an internal variable, such as the 
personality factor extraversion, may work to fill this deficit as an important resource 
which allows the student to readily and confidently seek support in other places or 
express positive affect regardless of their circumstances, reducing their perceived stress 
and promoting thriving. Additionally, as pre-matriculation variables might influence the 
role of internal variables, these internal variables could then also directly influence 
perceived stress. For example, a student who is high in the personality factor neuroticism 
may be prone to perceive various social situations or situational demands as more 
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threatening or stressful. 
As with internal variables, external variables that facilitate social connections like 
friendship and SNSs, or mechanisms put in place by a student’s institution, such as 
cultural centers, student organizations and other similar initiatives, offer resources with 
which a student may choose to engage in order to become more integrated into the 
environment. These variables are hypothesized to vary based upon the contributions of 
the pre-matriculation variables (as discussed prior), and additionally, external variables 
are expected to influence a student’s experiences of perceived stress. For example, a 
minority student may find comfort in their institution containing an active cultural center 
or supporting particular student organizations, buffering the stressors potentially caused 
by the acclimation process and allowing students to perceive the environment as less 
threatening. 
The relationship between internal and external variables are hypothesized to be 
more reciprocal in nature. A minority student with established friendships prior to 
matriculation may not benefit from participation in student organizations, especially if 
these friendships are able to be cultivated through the use of SNSs despite relocation to 
attend higher education. To illustrate the reciprocity of the internal and external types of 
variables, the introduction of institutional supports through cultural centers and student 
organizations on campus could potentially alter the expression of social abilities like 
emotional intelligence, to reduce the urgency to adhere to social norms in order to “fit 
in.” 
Together, pre-matriculation, internal, and external variables are hypothesized to 
work in tandem to influence the challenge versus threat cognitive appraisal component of 
the model (Figure 3). Each level within the three types of variables represent a type of 
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resource a student may reference as either knowledge, an ability, a dispositional 
characteristic, or an external support (Blascovich et al., 2001) when assessing of the first 
year at a college or university. If the student feels adequately equipped to face the 
challenges of the situation they encounter, it is expected that they will thrive despite the 
experience of stress. Likewise, if the student feels as though the demands of the situation 
exceed the resources provided by the three types of variables, it is hypothesized that the 
student will acquire a threat perspective with lower levels of thriving (Figure 3). Though 
this is an exploratory step, overall, it is expected that minority students who remain in 
contact with and benefit from supportive families and homes with higher SES will have a 
cultural and supportive foundation (and access to resources) that allow them to more 
readily engage with the demands of the environment. Through student organizations, 
institutional campus resources, social support network quality and maintenance through 
SNSs, the benefits from these resources are expected to interact with their perceived 
stress level to contribute to their persistence and prospering. Conversely, minority 
students without these supports will report less social thriving, feel more isolated, and 
experiences stressors that could potentially lead to their decision to leave the institution. 
The absence of the aforementioned factors leaves the student vulnerable and may 
increase likelihood to appraise the climate from a threat perspective. The most critical 
variables pertinent to minority student success and thriving are expected to emerge 
through analysis. 
Methods 
 
Participants 
 
Participants were 258 (153 males, 104 females, 1 non-binary) first-year minority 
undergraduate students recruited and compensated via Amazon Mechanical Turk from 
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approximately 185 U.S. colleges and universities1. There were 227 students between the 
ages 18 – 25 (M = 19.77, SD = 1.98) and 31 nontraditional students ages 25 and older; of 
these students, 164 (64%) were Black or African American, 39 (15.1%) were Asian or 
Pacific Islander, 38 (14.7%) were Hispanic/Latinx, 7 (2.7%) were Native American or 
American Indian, and 9 (3.5%) identified as multiracial. Students self-reported family 
income, and 24 (9.3%) reported <$25,000, 85 (32.9%) reported $26,000 - $49,999, 78 
(30.2%) reported $50, 000 - $74, 999, 39 (15.1%) reported $75, 000 - $99, 999, and 32 
(12.1%) reported $100,000 and above (M ≈ $64, 454). 
Power analysis was calculated in G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 
2007) based on the assumption that the effects, interactions in particular, would be 
relatively small for multiple regression analyses. We used a partial R2 of .03 per effect 
which returned a required sample of 256 participants for 80% power with a two-tailed 
alpha of .05. 
Materials 
 
A complete list of the measures can be found in the Appendix. The measures 
listed in this section are a subset used for the present analysis. Any additional measures 
not listed here will be used for future analysis. 
Indicators of thriving. The following measures were used to operationalize 
thriving. Scores for these measures were combined to form a single thriving outcome 
variable (see “Operationalizing thriving” in the Data Analysis section). 
Depression. The Center for Epidemiologic Study Depression Scale (CES-D 10) 
is a 10-item variation (α = .87) of a 20-item measure evaluating current self- reported 
depressive symptoms in the general population. Each item consists of a statement 
regarding the participant’s behaviors and moods experienced in the last week, and each 
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participant was instructed to indicate the degree to which they have felt or behaved in 
the mood or action described on a 0 – 3 scale, 0 indicating rarely or none of the time 
(less than one day of the past week) while 3 indicating all of the time (five to seven days 
of the last week). To obtain an overall depression score, the sum of the responses were 
calculated and was used as a component of the thriving composite outcome variable 
(Radloff, 1977). 
        Self-esteem. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale is a 10-item (α = .90) self-report 
measure assessing individual self-esteem levels. Each item is comprised of a statement 
describing a characteristic of self-esteem, and participants were asked to rate from 1 to 4, 
1 indicating they strongly agree with the statement’s description and 4 indicating they 
strongly disagree with the statement’s description. To obtain scores for this measure, 
inherently “negative” items were reverse-scored, and scores were then totaled to receive 
an overall self-esteem level and was used as a component of the thriving composite 
outcome variable (Rosenberg, 1965). 
Social integration. The Social Provisions Scale is a 24-item self-report measure 
that evaluates a participant’s social support network on six dimensions developed by 
Weiss (1974): attachment, social integration, reassurance of worth, reliable alliance, 
guidance, and opportunity for nurturance. Each item consists of a statement describing 
elements of social relationships, and participants will be asked to rate from 1 to 4 the 
degree to which each statement accurately describes their current social support network, 
1 indicating they strongly agree with the statements description and 4 indicating they 
strongly disagree with the statement’s description. Four of the items load onto each of the 
six provisions, and an internal consistency analysis of the social integration subscale was 
.78. To obtain participant scores for the measure, relevant items were reverse-coded, and 
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the scores were summed to receive an overall social provisions score, as well as scores 
for each of the six individual subscales. For this analysis, the social integration subscale 
was used as a component of the thriving outcome composite variable (Russell & Cutrona, 
1984; 1987). 
General college adjustment. The College Adjustment Test is a 19-item (α = .84) 
self-report measure assessing a first-year participant’s adjustment to attending college 
since the previous week. Each item consists of a description of instances (mood, self- 
esteem, classes, etc.), and participants are asked to rate from 1 to 7 to what degree they 
have experienced the illustrations, 1 indicating not at all, the mid-range indicating 
somewhat, and 7 indicating a great deal. To obtain participant scores for this measure, 
items corresponding individually to positive and negative affect were summed, and 
additionally, a formula for items corresponding to homesickness and an overall 
adjustment score was also calculated. For this analysis, overall adjustment score was used 
as a component of the thriving outcome composite variable (Pennebaker, 2013; 
Pennebaker, Colder & Sharp, 1990). 
Closeness/Connection to institution. The Inclusion of the Other in the Self scale 
is a single-item pictorial scale assessing interconnectedness to an “other” (a student’s 
institution, for this study) through a series of 7 overlapping circles that resemble a Venn 
diagram. Participants were asked the degree to which the overlapping circles represent 
how interconnected they feel to their institution, with completely separate circles 
indicating the lowest level of inclusion and nearly completely overlapping circles 
indicating the highest level of inclusion. In previous research, an alternative form of 
reliability check designed for single-item measures showed an alpha of .93, and responses 
to the single-item measure were used as a component of the thriving outcome composite 
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variable (Aron, Aron & Smollan, 1992). 
Happiness. The Self-Rating of Happiness Scale (Abdel-Khalek, 2006) is a single- 
item scale that assesses participant’s general happiness or quality of life. Participants will 
be asked “Do you feel happy in general?” Then, participants will be asked to rate from 0 
to 10 the degree to which they feel happy. Though brief, the Self-Rating of Happiness 
Scale is significantly and positively correlated with longer measures of happiness, in 
addition to being highly, positively correlated with known factors that denote happiness 
(i.e. positive affect, self-esteem) and negatively correlated with factors that denote 
unhappiness (i.e. anxiety, negative affect). The response to the single-item measure were 
used as a component of the thriving outcome composite variable. 
Stress and coping. The following measure was used to capture the stress and 
coping component believed to be driving the MOST model in development in predicting 
thriving. While cognitive appraisal is not explicitly measured through this measure, we 
believe challenge versus threat cognitive appraisal is inadvertently captured through the 
level of a student’s perceived stress and how this perceived stress interacts with the 
resource predictor variable. Future research would benefit from testing cognitive 
appraisal directly. 
Perceived stress. The Perceived Stress Scale is a 10-item (α = .86) self-report 
measure evaluating participants’ perceived stress given their current state of being. Each 
item is comprised of a question regarding feelings or thoughts, and participants are asked 
to rate on a scale from 0 to 4 the frequency with which particular feelings and thoughts 
were experienced in the last month, 0 indicating never and 4 indicating very often. To 
obtain participant scores for the measure, reverse-coding was required for the four 
positively-valenced items, and each item is then summed to receive an overall perceived 
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stress score (Cohen, Kamarck & Mermelstein, 1994).  
Resource predictor variables. The following measures were used as resource 
predictor variables in the model.  
       Pre-matriculation, entry demographics. For the present analysis, gender, family 
support (general and financial), and family income were included in the analysis2. In 
order to assess perceived family support and feelings prior to matriculation, open- ended 
questions were asked, such as “What were some of the ways people in your life 
supported you during your transition to attend your college? Who were your primary 
sources of support? How satisfied were you with the support they gave you?” and “What 
were some of the thoughts and feelings that you experienced last summer as you were 
preparing to leave home and begin attending your college?” For this analysis, family 
support open-ended responses were coded as the student perceiving (1) or not perceiving 
their family as supportive (0). Students predominantly mentioned parental guardians, 
with some close friends or partners, as providers of support, and we refer to these groups 
collectively as family. Without being prompted, students frequently mentioned receiving 
financially-oriented support. Drawing from themes that emerged from these responses, 
open-ended responses were also coded as to whether they received financial family 
support (1) or did not receive financial family support (0). These items were used as 
resource predictor variables in the analysis. 
Emotional intelligence. The Emotional Intelligence Scale is a 33-item self-report 
measure assessing emotional intelligence levels as described by Salovey and Mayer’s 
(1990) model. Each item is comprised of a statement describing a characteristic or 
scenario, and participants were asked to rate from 1 to 5 the degree to which each item 
accurately describes them, 1 indicating they strongly agree with the statement’s 
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description and 5 indicating they strongly disagree with the statement’s description. Each 
item corresponds with one of the four aforementioned emotional intelligence branches, 
and an internal consistency analysis shows a Cronbach’s alpha of .91. To obtain scores 
for this measure, scores were summed to receive an overall emotional intelligence level, 
and this value was used as a resource predictor variable (Schutte et al., 1998). 
     Personality factors. The Mini International Personality Item Pool (Mini IPIP) is a 
20-item self-report measure adapted from the 50-item International Personality Item Pool 
– Five Factor Model Measure (Goldberg, 1999) that is used to assess a participant’s 
personality traits through the lens of the Big Five (extraversion, agreeableness, openness, 
neuroticism, conscientiousness). Each item is comprised of a description regarding a 
characteristic associated with one of the Big Five personality traits, and participants were 
asked to rate from 1 to 5 the degree to which each item accurately describes their current 
state, 1 indicating they strongly disagree with the statement’s description and 5 indicating 
they strongly agree with the statement’s description. Four of the items load onto each of 
the Big Five traits, and when tested, Cronbach’s alphas for the extraversion, 
agreeableness, openness, neuroticism, and conscientiousness subscales were .77, .71, .77, 
.67, and .69, respectively. To obtain participant scores for the measure, negatively 
worded items were reverse-scored, and then the mean was calculated for each of the Big 
Five traits. Each of the five traits were used as a resource predictor variables (Donnellan 
et al., 2006). 
        Social support network quality. The Network of Relationships Inventory – 
Social Provisions Version (NRI-SPV) consists of 10 self-report scales of three items that 
assess specific characteristics of individual relationships within a participant’s social 
network. Each of the scales reflects one of 7 social provisions (companionship, 
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instrumental aid, intimate disclosure, nurturance, affection, reassurance of worth, 
reliable alliance), 2 negative qualities (conflict, antagonism), and relative power that 
reference the critical social provisions theorized by Weiss (1974) and Sullivan (1953) 
(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). Each item within the scale describes a characteristic of 
relationship quality, and participants were asked to rate from 1 to 5 the degree to which 
the characteristic accurately describes a relationship in their social network, 1 indicating 
a quality never happens or only happens some of the time and 5 indicating the quality 
happens most of the time. Additionally, once individuals within a participant’s social 
network are recognized (i.e. mother, father, sibling, significant other, friends) the 
inventory allows for participants to answer the items regarding the all individuals in 
tandem. For the purpose of this study, 1 item was used from each of the 7 provisions and 
2 negative relationship characteristics to evaluate relationship quality of 5 chosen 
friendships at a student’s institution. The mean of the 5 chosen friends’ scores for each 
of the 9 provisions and characteristics was calculated, and these were averaged to form a 
composite core of overall social network quality. Cronbach’s alpha for this adaptation of 
the NRI-SPV was .86. This measure was used as a predictor variable of social support 
network quality. 
 
Affiliative college groups and campus resources. To understand the extent to 
which students find value, affiliate, or use college groups and resources on their 
campuses, a series of open-ended questions were asked. For example, to find if students 
were involved in Greek Life or other major college groups, students were asked, “Are 
you affiliated with (or plan to join) a Greek organization (fraternity/sorority), athletic 
team, or club organization? If so, which one (s)?” Further, to gauge whether students 
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found value in and used resources offered by their institutions, students were asked, 
“Have you made use of the student affairs resources or organizations at your college (e.g. 
counseling services, LGBTQ+ centers, multicultural centers)? If so, which ones and 
why?” Responses to the college group questions were coded as to whether the student 
was (1) or was not affiliated with a major college group (0). Responses to the question 
regarding the use of college resources offered by the institution were coded as to whether 
the student used non-multicultural student resources, multicultural student resources, or 
used none of offered student resources. For the present study, a predictor variable was 
created for students that used none of the campus resources (1) or used either 
nonmulticultural or multicultural resources or declined to respond (0). These affiliative 
college groups and campus resources variables were used as resource predictor variables. 
Social media. In order to gauge to what extent and on which platform(s) students 
engage with social media, students were asked, “Do you use social media? If so, which 
platform (e.g. Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter)?” Following this open-ended 
question, in order to gauge the frequency in which students use social media, students 
were asked “How many hours a day would you say you spend on social media?” For the 
present analysis, the number of hours indicated by the student was used as a resource 
predictor variable. 
Procedure 
 
Online survey. First-year minority undergraduate students, recruited from 
Amazon Mechanical Turk, were invited to complete an online survey via Qualtrics at the 
end of their second semester, freshman year. By this time, students had completed nearly 
a full academic year and were expected to have become fully immersed within their 
respective campus climates, cultures, and social norms. In order to confirm eligibility, 
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participants were first required to indicate their race/ethnicity, undergraduate class, and 
age. Any violations of the inclusion criteria resulted in participants being directed out the 
survey and thanked for their time. The survey took approximately 40 minutes to 
complete, and participants received a monetary incentive for their participation. 
Data Analysis 
 
Operationalizing thriving. Preliminary hierarchical regression analyses assessed 
the relationship between each of the measures for overall college adjustment, self-esteem, 
social integration, happiness, closeness to the institution, and depressive symptoms and 
the pre-matriculation, internal, and external variables. Results showed similar patterns 
across the various thriving measures, and correlation analyses showed these variables to 
be highly correlated. 
While there may have been value in keeping the outcome variables separate, as 
they each contribute uniquely to thriving and well-being, their high inter-correlation 
suggested that there was a common underlying factor (α = .85). Therefore, these 
measures were combined to form a single thriving composite outcome variable. After 
reverse-scoring depressive symptoms, the outcome variables were entered into a one-
factor factor analysis with maximum likelihood estimation, which showed moderate to 
strong loadings for each outcome. The scree plot suggested a single factor solution, and a 
two-factor solution was not easily interpretable. We therefore used the one-factor model 
to derive factor scores for each person, indicating their personal level of the common 
construct of thriving and well-being. This new overall thriving outcome variable was 
standardized and used for all subsequent analysis. 
Analysis plan. In order to test the hypothesized model (Figure 3), a series of 
hierarchical regression analyses were conducted following the structure of the operational 
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models (Figures 4 and 5). Details of the steps involved in these analyses are given below. 
Descriptive statistics and correlations of these variables can be found in Table 3. All 
variables were standardized prior to analysis. Standardized beta coefficients are reported. 
Assumptions. The relevant model assumptions (linearity, normality of residuals, 
homoscedasticity, and collinearity) were examined for regression of analysis, and no 
violations were found. A histogram of standardized residuals indicated that residuals 
were normally distributed, and a scatterplot of standardized residuals as a function of 
predicted values confirmed linearity and homogeneity of variance. Variance inflation 
factor (VIF) scores indicated that collinearity was not violated. 
Predictor variable relationships. The first analyses examined whether pre- 
matriculation characteristics, (gender, family income, general family support, financial 
family support) predicted internal (personality factors, emotional intelligence) and 
external (college groups and resources, social support network quality, social media) 
resource variables (Figure 4, model 1.1). The next analyses examined whether pre- 
matriculation variables are related to perceived stress overall (Figure 4, step 1.2). 
Following this, perceived stress was regressed onto the pre-matriculation variables and 
internal and external resources concurrently to examine the unique effects of each of 
these on perceived stress (Figure 4, step 1.3). 
Thriving. In another series of hierarchical regression analyses, the primary 
outcome variable was thriving. As with the previous analysis, the first step examined the 
pre-matriculation variables alone as predictors of thriving (Figure 5, step 2.1). In the next 
step, internal and external variables added to the model at the same time to examine their 
unique effects on thriving (Figure 5, step 2.2). To introduce the stress and coping 
component of the model, another model included the pre-matriculation characteristics 
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and perceived stress as predictors of thriving (Figure 5, step 2.3). Next, internal and 
external variables were added with perceived stress to the model (Figure 5, step 2.4). 
Lastly, the interactions between perceived stress and internal and external variables were 
tested in predicting the thriving outcome variable (Figure 5, step 2.5). 
Results 
 
Predictor Variable Relationships 
 
Pre-matriculation variables predicting internal, and external resources. 
 
The first analyses tested whether pre-matriculation variables predicted the internal and 
external variables (Figure 4, model 1.1). General family support was significantly 
related to neuroticism (β = -.653, p = .001), agreeableness (β =.513, p = .010), and 
conscientiousness (β = .553, p = .006). These results suggest that family support 
predicts higher levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness and lower neuroticism. 
Family income significantly predicted emotional intelligence (β = .174, p = .006), 
neuroticism (β = -.158, p = .014), extraversion (β = .180, p = .007), openness (β = .181, p 
= .004), agreeableness (β = .177, p = .005), conscientiousness (β = .186, p = .004), and 
social support network quality (β = .145, p = .024). In a similar vein, financial family 
support significantly predicted emotional intelligence (β = .308, p = .018), neuroticism (β 
= -.282, p = .032), openness (β = .347, p = .007), agreeableness (β = .440, p = .001), and 
social network quality (β = .485, p < .001). These results suggest that as a student’s 
family income increases, scores in internal variables such as emotional intelligence, 
extraversion, agreeableness, openness, and conscientiousness are higher while 
neuroticism scores are lower. Additionally, increases in family income predict higher 
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levels of social support network quality. Likewise, as financial family support increases, 
scores in internal variables, such as emotional intelligence, openness, and agreeableness, 
are also higher while neuroticism is lower. Higher perceptions of financial family support 
also predict the quality of a student’s social support network. 
While gender did not significantly predict internal and external variables, gender 
did marginally predict emotional intelligence (β = .226, p = .082) and social media use (β 
= .202, p = .096), suggesting that women have somewhat higher emotional intelligence 
and social media use than their male counterparts. 
Pre-matriculation variables and perceived stress. Next, the association 
between pre-matriculation variables and perceived stress were tested (Figure 4, step 1.2; 
see Table 4 for full results). With only pre-matriculation variables in the model, gender (β 
= .312, p = .015), family income (β = -.202, p = .001), financial family support (β = -.293, 
p = .022), and general family support (β = -.513, p = .010) significantly predicted 
perceived stress (Table 4). These results suggest that women showed higher levels of 
perceived stress, and general family support, financial family support, and family income 
predicted lower levels of perceived stress. 
Pre-matriculation, internal, external variables and perceived stress. Internal 
and external variables were added to the model as a second step (Figure 4, step 1.3) to 
test whether they predict perceived stress. The internal variables emotional intelligence (β 
= -.123, p = .041), neuroticism (β = .450, p < .001), and conscientiousness (β = -.176, p = 
.001) significantly predicted perceived stress, suggesting that perceived stress is 
associated with higher levels of neuroticism and lower levels of conscientiousness. 
Internal variables such as extraversion, openness, and agreeableness did not significantly 
predict perceived stress. 
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External variables, such as social support network quality, affiliation with student 
groups, use of campus resources, and social media use also did not predict perceived 
stress. While gender remained a significant predictor of perceived stress with the internal 
and external variables included (β = .271, p = .003), family income (β = -.041, p = .363), 
financial family support (β = .014, p = .882), and general family support (β = -.023, p = 
.871) were no longer significant. This result suggests that the links between these 
variables and perceived stress might be accounted for by differences in personality. 
Thriving 
Pre-matriculation variables. We next tested whether pre-matriculation variables 
predicted thriving (Figure 5, step 2.1). Family income (β = .203, p = .001), general family 
support (β = .519, p < .001), and financial family support (β = .454, p < .001) 
significantly predicted overall thriving (Table 5). These results suggest that the higher a 
student’s family income, the higher their score in overall college adjustment. Similarly, 
both perceived general family support and, more specifically, financial family support 
also predicted higher scores in overall college adjustment. Gender did not significantly 
predict overall thriving. See Figure 5 for full results. 
Pre-matriculation, internal, and external variables. In the next step, internal 
and external variables were introduced to the model (Figure 5, step 2.2). Emotional 
intelligence (β = .126, p = .113), neuroticism (β = -.469, p < .001), extraversion (β = 
.112, p =. 004), agreeableness (β = .108, p = .043), and conscientiousness (β = .134, p =. 
004) significantly predicted overall thriving. For external variables, only social support 
network quality (β = .109, p =. 006) was associated with higher thriving. 
These results suggest that lower levels of neuroticism and higher levels of 
emotional intelligence, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and social support 
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network quality predict higher overall thriving. When these external and internal 
variables were added to the model, family income (β = -.017, p = .656), family support (β 
= -.031, p = .797), and financial family support (β = -.109, p = .157) no longer 
significantly predicted overall college adjustment, suggesting that once again the effect of 
family support and financial resources is accounted for by differences in personality and 
social support network quality. Openness, affiliative college groups, and social media use 
did not significantly predict overall thriving. 
Perceived stress and pre-matriculation variables. In the next step, perceived 
stress was added to the model with pre-matriculation variables to predict thriving (Figure 
5, step 2.3). Perceived stress significantly predicted thriving (β = -.775, p < .001), such that 
higher levels of perceived stress were associated with lower overall thriving. Family income (β = 
.052, p =.149) no longer significantly predicted thriving with perceived stress added to the 
model, and general family support (β = .267, p =.016) and financial family support (β = .248, p 
=.001) remained significant predictors with perceived stress added. 
Internal and external variables with perceived stress. To introduce the stress 
and coping component, perceived stress was added to the model with internal and 
external variables included, (Figure 5, step 2.4). Neuroticism (β = -.267, p < 
.001), extraversion (β = .098, p = .003), and social support network quality (β = .074, p
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=. 028)  remained significant predictors of overall thriving. Conscientiousness (β = .060, 
p = .267) and agreeableness (β = .059, p =.197) were no longer significant predictors. As 
expected, perceived stress (β = -.448, p < .001) significantly predicted overall thriving 
with resource variables added to the model. These results suggest that while neuroticism 
and extraversion remain significant predictors, the introduction of perceived stress 
reduces the strength of these personality and social support network quality variables. 
That is, perceived stress may account for a portion of the effects of a student’s 
personality and social support network quality. For example, the main effect of 
conscientiousness becomes nonsignificant when perceived stress is accounted for in the 
model, possibly suggesting some student activities (e.g., punctuality, meetings, and 
coursework completion) function as a stressor. All pre- matriculation variables, 
emotional intelligence, agreeableness, openness, college groups, and social media use 
remained nonsignificant predictors of thriving. 
Interactions between internal and external variables and perceived stress. In 
the final step, interactions between perceived stress and internal and external variables 
were added to the model, (Figure 5, step 2.5). See Table 5 for regression estimates. 
The interaction between extraversion and perceived stress (β = .074, p = .035) 
was significant. An interaction plot (Figure 6) suggests that the relationship between 
extraversion and overall thriving is stronger under higher levels of perceived stress 
versus lower. Simple slopes analyses were conducted to test whether these differences 
are significant. When perceived stress is low (one standard deviation below the mean), 
extraversion is not significantly associated with overall thriving (β = .051, p = 
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.198). However, when perceived stress is high (one standard deviation above the mean), 
higher levels of extraversion are associated with higher levels of thriving (β = .199, p = 
.001). This suggests that extraversion may function as a buffer against high levels of 
perceived stress contribute to student thriving. 
General Discussion 
 
The present study extends previous college retention literature and notable 
models of college attrition and retention through the consideration of modern resource 
variables (e.g., social media use and emotional intelligence), the recognition that social 
contributors can be just as influential as academic contributors in student social thriving 
from matriculation to graduation (as opposed to merely persisting to graduation) 
(Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 1994; Simmons, 2017; Smedley, 
Myers & Harrell, 1993), and the introduction of a stress and coping component by taking 
into account student perceived stress and the situational demands of the environment 
(Blascovich et al., 2001; Mendes et al., 2002; Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Most notably, 
the present work places an emphasis on the minority student experience, largely an 
afterthought in previously discussed models, and the results of this study provide a 
picture of how three types of resource variables (pre- matriculation, internal, and 
external) can work to predict thriving by either augmenting or attenuating a minority 
student’s perceived stress throughout their first year. The results generally follow the 
expected patterns, and the findings function as a first, exploratory step to inform 
development of a generalizable stress and coping model of social thriving.
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Social Thriving 
As expected, the overall pattern of the results supports the assumption that 
perceived stress has a negative relationship with student social thriving: generally, the 
greater a student’s perceived stress, the lower observed scores on thriving outcome. 
Following this pattern, the present findings suggest that each type of resource variable 
shows a distinctive relationship with thriving and with perceived stress. For example, 
regression analyses testing the operational models (Figures 4 and 5) show a frequent 
trend between the pre-matriculation variables of family income, both forms of family 
support, and thriving. The influences of these variables on thriving may be explained 
through the contributions of the internal and external resource variables, as a pattern of 
mediation was observed, such that the main effects of significant pre-matriculation 
variables were no longer significant when internal and external variables were added to 
the model (Figure 5, 2.2).  
Additionally, results suggest some resource variables originally predicted to be 
important contributors were not as critical to thriving as expected in the present sample, 
such as social media, campus resources, and affiliative college groups or student 
organizations. Though smaller in strength, the quality of a student’s social support 
network was a consistent predictor of thriving.  In contrast, internal resource variables, 
such as personality factors extraversion and neuroticism, consistently played a role in 
student thriving. Overall, the strongest predictors of thriving were perceived stress and 
neuroticism, and extraversion was the only resource variable that interacted with 
perceived stress to predict thriving. Additionally, the model in development explained a 
considerable portion of variance in its current state, and the results provide insight into 
the particular factors important for first-year minority students to employ in order to 
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thrive.  I will now review key results associated with each of these resource variable 
types and their relation to thriving. 
Pre-matriculation Variables 
 
Gender. Another variable to consider in the development of the present model is 
the contribution of gender as it relates to student thriving. Like race, gender plays a role 
in the experience students have when attending college, and in consideration of the 
intersection of gender and race, literature suggests there to be a considerable difference in 
the experiences of minority women and men (Chavous, 2002; Fleming, 1984). 
Understanding these differences could inform the structure of the model in development 
and influence interventions targeted toward each respective gender. While the different 
racial and ethnic groups varied considerably in their representation in the present sample, 
gender was more or less well represented for both males and females, and yet gender 
only showed marginal significance in predicting some internal and external variables: 
emotional intelligence and social media use. While all internal and external variables in 
the present models are related to social connection in some respects, the variables that 
gender marginally predicts are particularly related to communication. 
       Though gender was not predictive of most other internal and external variables, 
gender did significantly predict a student’s perceived stress. According to the results, 
women perceived more stress than men in the present sample during the first year at their 
institution. This relationship among predictors could potentially explain the higher level 
of perceived stress that women experience, especially since results suggest women show 
higher levels of social media use and experience higher levels of perceived stress. Future 
research might disentangle the causal relationship between women and perceived stress 
through exploring the directionality of these effects with these and other variables. For 
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example, perceived stress for women could be contributing to higher levels of social 
media use for support; however, social media use could be the explanation for higher 
perceived stress levels. 
Gender was not significant in predicting thriving, suggesting there are no notable 
differences between men and women across predictors, and this finding emerges in 
contradiction to previously discussed literature. Additional factors to consider could be 
the varying extracurricular activities in which men and women engage or merely the 
scarcity of the population size for minorities. Another direction for future research 
regarding gender would be to assess whether a separate model of minority student social 
thriving for each gender would be useful to better capture the resources that are uniquely 
beneficial to their experience of thriving, reminiscent of Bean (1980)’s profiles of the 
reasons why males and females leave an institution (Table 1). This route would also 
require sensitivity to the experiences of non-binary minority students, and although the 
present sample contained only a single non-binary individual, the item in our survey did 
not adequately collect data on the potential number of transgendered women and men 
potentially present in our sample. The experiences of these individuals are understudied 
much like multiracial individuals, and it would be compelling to find whether being 
transgendered fosters a unique relationship with thriving. Lastly, an additional layer to 
consider that was not present in our survey would be romantic relationships and sexual 
orientation. Though these are separate constructs from gender, it is reasonable to 
conclude that gender plays a role in sexual orientation and how romantic relationships 
manifest, and romantic relationships could provide another form of support to influence 
a student’s broader social support network quality not captured in the present study. 
Financial support. In consideration of the pre-matriculation variables, arguably 
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the most compelling findings stem from the recurring presence of financial variables in 
predicting perceived stress, the internal and external resource variables, and the thriving 
outcome variable with the relatively affluent present sample. Starting with resource 
variables, a student’s self-reported family income predicted emotional intelligence, every 
personality factor, and the quality of a student’s social support network. Similarly, 
perceived financial family support predicted emotional intelligence, some personality 
factors (neuroticism, openness, and agreeableness), and the quality of a student’s social 
support network. 
It can be readily understood how family income and the more transactional 
financial family support contribute to the quality of a student’s social support network. 
While students likely have little direct access to their family’s income, the influence of 
their family’s income manifests itself in varying ways, such as through clothing and other 
possessions, participation in recreation or student groups less accessible to those of a 
lower SES, and even in contributions made prior to attending college through exposure to 
social experiences and parental interactions and investment (Conger & Donellan, 2007; 
Linver, Brooks-Gunn, & Kohen, 2002). 
A similar explanation could provide the reasoning behind why financial support 
and income both predict emotional intelligence. Skills in emotional intelligence could be 
fostered through increased exposure to situations that allow students to practice emotion 
appraisal of their own emotions, others’ emotions, and emotion regulation. With an 
increased family income, parental guardians may have more time to engage with their 
children or adolescents one-on-one or the financial means to provide these sorts of social 
experiences to their children or adolescents with others (Conger & Donellan, 2007; 
Linver et al., 2007). 
52  
Less intuitively, both family income and financial family support predicted 
personality factors, a relatively stable feature each student possesses. Personality traits 
stem from genotype in combination with environmental interactions (Bouchard & 
Loehlin, 2001), and personality traits are indicative of success in multiple areas (Swickert 
et al., 2010). In other words, parents are likely to have shared personality traits with their 
adolescents, and their level of income is likely due in part to their own personality traits. 
For example, if a student has a highly conscientious mother (a personality trait indicative 
of success), their mother is likely to have a job and corresponding higher income as a 
result of carrying this personality trait (Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, Barrick, 1999). If 
students inherit these traits from their parent genetically or through modeling, this could 
offer an explanation as to why student personality traits are predicted by family income 
and financial support. 
         Therefore, to further explore the relationship between financial support, income, 
and personality traits of students, it may be useful for future research to assess what role 
a parental guardian’s personality plays in the relationship between financial resource 
variables and thriving. Further evidence for this notion is observed when internal and 
external variables are added to the regression model concurrently with financial resource 
variables to predict thriving. Results show a mediation pattern in that the significance of 
family income and financial family support disappears, and instead, various personality 
factors emerge as significant for each of the thriving outcome variables. The presence of 
the internal and external variables account for the significance of financial resources, 
suggesting that, as discussed prior, financial resources function as more than just 
monetary contributions to students, but psychologically contribute to their thriving as 
well. 
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From an intervention standpoint, financial resources are understandably difficult 
to offer to families as a means of supporting minority students during the transition to 
college. However, colleges and universities could be mindful of the need for resources 
(both psychological and tangible) for low income students and strive to make them 
available for students who could use them. Regardless of these efforts, it is likely the 
positive implications of these financial supports are in place long before attending 
college. Future directions of this research could explore the “income story” at greater 
length, identifying other key resources beyond what is covered in the present study that 
income and financial family support may predict. For instance, it would be useful to 
identify the most appropriate point at which income and financial support become 
pertinent to future success and thriving. It would be compelling to find that minority 
students, even if provided with the supports that stem from financial resources upon 
entering their institution, arrive at different levels of thriving in comparison to students 
who have readily benefited from financial resources since childhood (e.g., varying 
levels of emotional intelligence due to parental availability and investment). 
Additionally, understanding how parental guardians employ their financial family 
support before and during college attendance, such as through frequency or a particular 
form of support used, could provide valuable insight not found in the brevity of the 
questions of the present study. 
Internal Resource Variables 
 
Personality Factors. When pre-matriculation variables were tested to predict 
internal and external variables, arguably the most compelling components of the model in
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development emerge: financial resources, personality factors, and their integrated 
relationship. While the possible nature of this relationship is interpreted in the previous 
section (see Financial Support), the contributions of personality factors extend further in 
the developing model to repeatedly predict perceived stress and the thriving outcome 
variable as well. While no formal predictions for the various personality factors were 
made in this exploratory study, it could be assumed that neuroticism would hold a 
negative relationship with thriving and a positive relationship with perceived stress, and 
this was confirmed. 
         Neuroticism. Neuroticism significantly predicted higher levels of perceived 
stress in general, and neuroticism significantly and strongly predicted the thriving 
outcome variable. Results suggest the presence of neuroticism could be a fundamental 
component of the developing model. For example, neuroticism could be responsible for a 
minority student placing themselves in unfavorable circumstances, producing higher 
levels of perceived stress (Bolger & Schilling, 1991), and these circumstances could be a 
more global space of underrepresentation like a PWI, interpersonal conflicts among 
peers, or even specific instances where minority-status stressors become more salient, 
such as pursuing a particular major. In another vein, neuroticism is likely to influence the 
manner in which minority students choose to cope with stressors (Bolger, 1990). In the 
present study, neuroticism in first-year students could provide an explanation for the low 
usage of external resources, such as institutional supports, designed to combat 
experiences of depression, anxiety, and isolation; a student high in neuroticism could 
perceive these supports as additive to their anxiety or fail to recognize the benefits they 
could provide (see Campus Resources and Affiliative College Groups for more 
explanation). Lastly, neuroticism is associated with a proneness to experience negative 
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affectivity, even when circumstances surrounding an individual are innocuous (Bolger & 
Schilling, 1991). Tugade and Fredrickson (2004) illustrate how resilient individuals when 
encountering stressors rely upon positive emotions as a means to support them through 
difficulty and contribute to overall health and well-being, and if neuroticism is associated 
with consistent negative affect, it makes sense that neuroticism is negatively associated 
with thriving3. For example, the Broaden and Build Theory of Positive emotions 
(Fredrickson, 2001; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004) suggests that positive emotions expand 
an individual’s coping repertoire, while negative affect limits coping. Future directions 
should further explore this personality factor to uncover ways in which the effects of 
neuroticism might be attenuated to increase thriving and how neuroticism is developed 
over time. Revisiting financial supports that predict neuroticism (as well as other 
personality factors), testing the directionality of these effects could provide more nuanced 
insight. For example, the influence of parental personality factors may be at play when 
income predicts personality factors, but for the more transactional general and financial 
family support, a student’s personality could likely predict the types and frequency of 
support they receive from their parental guardians.  
         Other notable personality traits. Though neuroticism was the most prevalent 
personality factor across the various thriving outcome models, conscientiousness and 
extraversion also showed intriguing patterns. Conscientiousness significantly predicted 
the thriving outcome variable. However, when perceived stress was introduced to the 
model (Figure 5, 2.4), conscientiousness was no longer significant, suggesting that the 
influence of conscientious upon thriving can likely be accounted for through the 
experience of perceived stress. Conscientiousness is characterized by punctuality and 
meticulousness. While exhibiting these characteristics is beneficial for students, 
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upholding these standards is likely stressful. Additionally, the personality trait 
extraversion is likely associated with willingness to expand an individual’s own social 
network, increasing the social integration component of the thriving outcome variable. 
If the relationship between personality factors and thriving persists with further 
probing in future research, conversation regarding entry personality tests for students 
might be worth entertaining to combat attrition. The prevalence in this study shows that 
personality factors are a critical component of thriving, and when building a model of 
minority student social thriving, including personality as a key resource would be useful. 
Future research could also explore whether knowledge about a student’s own personality 
profile from a validated measure might influence the environments in which students 
place themselves, the resources they use, and how they navigate them overall. There is a 
trend to complete personality tests online for amusement purposes, but if a measure was 
validated and branded as predicting of thriving, an intervention to explore personality 
feedback and how it pertains to personal success or detriments could be a compelling, 
modern avenue to address degree attainment disparities. 
Emotional Intelligence. Alongside personality traits, previous literature supports 
the idea that emotional intelligence is a vital skill when navigating social environments 
and building relationships, particularly for minority students in spaces of 
underrepresentation (Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Mayer & Salovey, 1997). The findings of 
the present study provide some additional evidence for this claim. In consideration of pre- 
matriculation variables, family income and financial family support significantly 
predicted emotional intelligence, and emotional intelligence was related to both perceived 
stress and the thriving outcome variable. The pattern observed for family income could 
potentially be interpreted much in the same, indirect way income predicts personality 
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factors for students (see Financial Supports). Higher income levels are likely to provide a 
way for parental guardians to engage with their children or adolescents and their 
emotions pre- and post-matriculation or to provide social experiences that accomplish 
this goal (Conger & Donellan, 2007; Linver et al., 2002), and because emotional 
intelligence is predictive of success (and possibly careers with higher salaries; Brackett, 
Rivers & Salovey, 2011) and parental guardians can pass emotional intelligence skills to 
their children, the relationship between family income and a student’s emotional 
intelligence may be moderated by the emotional intelligence level of the parental 
guardian. An interesting future direction to this finding would be to explore the ways in 
which emotional intelligence skills are honed for minority students and to test this 
moderation hypothesis. It would be interesting to find that difference sources of 
experience with emotional intelligence (such as school, close friends, or parental 
guardians) are more predictive of emotional intelligence skills over others. 
Gender was also marginally significant in predicting emotional intelligence with 
trends showing that women are more emotionally intelligent than their male counterparts. 
A future direction of the present work could explore the developmental components that 
contribute to emotional intelligence levels in both genders and if the way parental 
guardians impart these skills differs between the two. If this finding is supported in the 
literature, it would be useful to explore if deficits in emotional intelligence could be 
supplemented later in life or through supports provided by a student’s institution. 
External Resource Variables 
 
Campus resources and affiliative college groups. When a student makes the 
decision to pursue higher education, it is reasonable to assume that the resources and 
student organizations an institution advertises are a contributing factor in the decision 
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process. However, the results observed in the present sample suggest resources may not 
be as imperative for minority students as initially considered, particularly for campus 
resources and affiliative college groups. As discussed prior, minority students who use 
campus resources, multicultural resources in particular, or engage with student 
organizations (e.g. Greek life or student clubs) can reap considerable benefits (Hurtado & 
Puojuan, 2005; Hoffman et al., 2002; Nelson Laird et al., 2007). Despite this, the students 
in the present sample are not using campus resources offered by their respective 
institutions, nor are they engaging with student organizations and other affiliative college 
groups, and this finding is compelling in that these students come from approximately 
185 different institutions across the U.S., suggesting this pattern is not local only to the 
present sample4. It is worth noting that 31 students (approximately 30% of the total 
sample) reported being a non-traditional student (25 years or older), and some of the 
open-ended responses from these students included mentioning they have a romantic 
partner or family to go to and that campuses resources did not apply to them. For 
traditional students, frequencies of those who used multicultural resources amounted to 
only 17, and only 39 reported use of non-multicultural campus resources. Additionally, in 
the present sample, refraining from campus resource use was not a significant predictor 
for the thriving outcome variable or perceived stress. 
Despite the pattern of nonsignificant results, this finding was among the most 
unexpected, given the emphasis institutions place on the resources they offer students, 
and this finding prompts a question that holds considerable implications for the model in 
development and the stress and coping component: what is a resource? If campus 
resources and student organizations provide substantial benefits to the minority student 
experience, it would be useful for future research to uncover why a student may choose 
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deliberately against the use of them. Hobfoll (2002) defines a resource as an entity that is 
centrally valued by itself or functions as a means to acquire something else that is 
centrally valued, and in their account, they elaborate upon the various types of resources 
(e.g. distal/proximal, internal/external) and the theories that accompany them. By this 
definition, minority students either may not find the resources offered of central value or 
do not find them useful or effective as a means to acquire what is. Therefore, the use of a 
resource might require an element of trust, the perception that a resource will be 
effective, and the presence of a situational demand salient enough for the student to 
believe they would benefit from its use. However, with minority students in the PWI 
environment, this deliberation might be even more nuanced. As discussed, minority 
students matriculate with an additional layer of minority-status stress that often includes 
enduring stigma consciousness or perceived discriminatory behavior, and in a space of 
underrepresentation for Hispanic/Latinx or Black students, it could be the case that a 
resource coming from a PWI may not be perceived as trustworthy or applicable to them 
as it may from another, less-threatening source. Additionally, accepting that one needs to 
use a multicultural campus resource requires admitting that the there is a need, and it can 
be assumed that, in general, asking for help or accepting help is not ideal. A future 
direction that stems from this finding is in development to address these questions and 
more deeply explore how minority students perceive a resource from an institution that is 
predominantly outgroup-serving, to identify at what point a minority student would make 
the decision to use a resource, and what a minority may find of central value or urgent 
enough to mobilize and satisfy this goal. 
Other Important Factors to Consider 
Race. Since race functions as a contributor to higher education degree 
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completion, particularly for Black and Hispanic or Latinx individuals (Ryan & Bauman, 
2016; Shapiro et al., 2017), race and ethnicity was an implicit variable to consider, even 
though it was not overtly included in the regression analyses for the present study. While 
race is an unchangeable feature of a student, the foundation of the model rests on the way 
race may interact with the environment of the institution and how a student’s race could 
predict the usefulness of resources to predict thriving. For this reason, it was important to 
include an entirely non-White sample as it was imperative to ensure that the White 
student experience was not used as the standard for gauging first-year success among 
minority students. 
As discussed prior, Asian students hold the highest likelihood of degree 
attainment in comparison to Black, Hispanic or Latinx, and White students (Ryan & 
Bauman, 2016; Shapiro et al., 2017), and while the developing model of social thriving 
prioritizes prospering during attendance rather than merely persistence to graduation, 
these discrepancies in degree attainment might be explained in part by Asian students 
having a different experience in their first year. Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002) 
allude to a possible explanation to these varying experiences through the championing of 
a stereotype content model where Asians are found to be perceived as highly competent 
yet low in warmth (often colloquially referred to as “the model minority”), resulting in an 
envious form of prejudice and resentment unlike their Black or Hispanic/Latinx 
counterparts who are regarded with perceptions of lower competence. This differing form 
of envious regard is likely to play a role in how Asian students maneuver their first year 
in college as a minority, affecting the construction and quality of their social networks 
and how they interact with campus resources. For example, recognizing this form of 
envious, “positive” stereotyping could motivate Asian students to persist to graduation 
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regardless of how negative their social experience may be to maintain this impression, 
and they may be motivated to use or avoid campus groups and resources to uphold this 
regard as independently capable. A suitable direction in developing the present model 
and shaping future research could be to more deliberately recruit Asian students, despite 
their increased success in degree attainment, to assess whether there are differences in 
predicting thriving. This direction could provide insight into whether Asian students are 
thriving or only persisting, despite negative feelings or high levels of perceived stress. 
Insight into their successes, if any, may be useful in designing interventions for minority 
students with a traditionally lower likelihood of obtaining higher education degrees. This 
information could be used to scaffold students during the pre-matriculation period to 
create a more equitable “playing field,” if it is found that Asian students are not as 
susceptible to detriments caused by minority-status stressors. 
Alternatively, removing the Asian student experience from the sample altogether 
could amplify which resource variables most contribute to thriving for Black and 
Hispanic or Latinx students with the least likelihood for degree attainment. Another 
future direction could be acquiring a sample of only Black and Hispanic/Latinx students, 
the groups with the lowest degree completion rate, to determine which resource variables 
are more pertinent to their success. It would be also useful for future research to include 
larger samples of multiracial students (the present sample contained only 9 multiracial 
participants); a student who is bi-racial (e.g., with a Black parent and a White parent) 
could possibly draw upon their personal ties to the majority or minority demographic as a 
support when needed in navigation in a new space or even a space of 
underrepresentation, such as a PWI. It could be interesting to explore whether being 
multiracial is positively or negatively related to thriving and what drives the relationship. 
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           Predominantly White Institutions. Predominantly White Institutions, institutions 
in which over half of the student body is comprised of White individuals, provide a 
principal example of how the physical environment or institutional characteristics can 
influence a student’s social navigation, particularly for ethnic minorities (Johnson, 
Wasserman, Yildirim & Yonai, 2014). As previously mentioned, many minority 
students, in an effort to maximize their future career endeavors, find themselves pursing 
matriculating at top-tier, academically rigorous universities, and many of these 
universities meet the criteria for being a PWI. We recognize the underrepresentation 
component of PWIs is likely a considerable component to the model of social thriving in 
development, as minority-status stressors are likely to be particularly salient in these 
spaces. As a preliminary step, in our survey we asked participants to indicate their 
institution, and we looked up the demographic profile of each to determine if the 
institution was a PWI or not. Some students reported only acronyms of their institutions, 
making it difficult for research assistants to determine if their institution met the 
requirement, and overall, the sample of those who did meet the requirement was 
relatively small. The present sample contained only approximately 130 students who 
reported attending an institution that met the criteria of a PWI, and therefore, the sample  
was not large enough to run the models separately for the two groups. A future direction 
of the present study would be to place more emphasis upon the influence and situational 
demands a minority might endure during their first year when matriculating at a PWI, 
and it would be informative to compare social thriving in these spaces in comparison to 
other institutions like historically Black colleges and universities. Future research should 
be deliberate in recruiting minorities from PWIs only in order to maximize sample. 
Limitations 
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Directionality. Resource variables were selected for the present study based upon 
the findings in previous research showing their value in predicting thriving, and based 
upon these relationships, a hypothesized path model (Figure 3) was constructed to 
illustrate how these resource variables might work together to interact with perceived 
stress to predict thriving. However, the present study assumes that these relationships are 
one-directional, when in fact, many of the resource variables carry the possibility of 
influencing one another in the opposite direction. In this study, personality factors were 
included as an internal resource variable rather than a pre-matriculation variable when 
personality is likely a pre-matriculation characteristic of a student. Personality factors 
could influence the family support (either financial or general) a student receives. 
Similarly, components of the outcome variable, such as self-esteem or happiness could 
influence the perception and utilization of resource variables, such as self-esteem 
deterring a student from joining student organizations. Future development of the present 
model should consider the organization and directionality of the variables, being mindful 
of these directional assumptions when making inferences. 
Cross-sectional. A major limitation is that the present investigation of how pre- 
matriculation, internal, and external variables may predict thriving, and subsequently, 
persistence to degree attainment, is cross-sectional. The sample comes from minority 
students in the second semester of their first year, and while the second semester is a 
crucial period for data collection as students are assumed to have acclimated to the 
culture and climate of their respective institutions, a more accurate, nuanced picture of 
the overall college adjustment and thriving process could be longitudinally obtained 
through adding additional data collection points. For example, meeting students just after 
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their matriculation into their respective college or university and comparing their initial 
experiences with perceived stress and internal and external resource variables to their 
experiences at the end of their first year could illuminate a trajectory of how minority 
students fair over time. For example, Mannan (2001) empirically tested Tinto’s (1975) 
model, and it was found first year students score high on integration dimensions, except 
for the “informal contact with faculty” factor, a dimension likely to increase and provide 
benefit to a student in subsequent years. 
Operationalizing and measuring variables. In order to incorporate the 
challenge versus threat cognitive appraisal process (Blascovich et al., 2001), a student’s 
perceived level of stress seemed to be a viable measure to gauge how the three types of 
resource variables work to foster a challenge appraisal, and for this reason, the Perceived 
Stress Scale (Cohen et al., 1994) was used for the present study with interactions between 
perceived stress and resource variables added to the model. However, Peacock and 
Wong’s (1990) Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM) is a more targeted approach toward the 
transactional models of stress and would be preferable for future research conducted in 
the present context. Beyond what the brief Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen et al., 1994) 
can measure, the SAM (Peacock & Wong, 1994) distinguishes between situational 
demands as they happen (anticipatory; primary appraisal) and how to cope (secondary 
appraisal) from situational demands that a student reflects upon after they have happened 
(the present study approach). Instead, the SAM (Peacock & Wong, 1994) pairs a measure 
of overall perceived stress with additional measures that tap into primary appraisal 
(threat, challenge, and centrality) and secondary appraisal (whether the situational 
demand be controlled by themselves, someone else, or if the demand is uncontrollable) 
before they happen. Combining the cognitive appraisal processes with a measure of 
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perceived stress would allow for the most holistic understanding of the stress process 
when encountering a situational demand. Additionally, Smedley and colleagues (1993) 
developed a scale for their study specifically for the experience of minority-status 
stressors, spanning social climate stresses (e.g. “racist policies and practices of the 
university”) to racism and discrimination (e.g. “having to prove my abilities to others”), 
and this specific form of chronic stress was predictive of achievement and concerns of 
stigma consciousness. Including a valid measure of minority-status stress would be a 
natural next step in developing a model of social thriving for minority students, rather 
than regarding all perceived stress as yielding the same influence upon thriving. 
Conclusion 
 
The primary goal of the present study was to explore the relationship between 
three types of resource variables and how they interact with perceived stress to predict 
social thriving. Most importantly, these insights would be used to inform the building of 
a model that aids in the identification of resources pertinent to the social success of 
minority students attending their first year at a college or university. As a first 
exploratory step, the present study was successful in identifying resource variables 
fundamental to the upcoming development of the present model, namely the influence of 
financial supports, personality factors, and the urgency to more closely assess the 
resources institutions provide for their minority students. The exploration of these 
variables has only begun, however, as there are copious resources variables to consider as 
advancements in this process are being made. 
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Footnotes 
 
1. Data for institutions were self-reported with some students using acronyms 
potentially representative of more than one institution. Research assistants 
obtained the demographical profile of each institution via publicly available 
records on the institutions’ websites. Out of 241 students (17 cases contained 
students who declined to provide their institution or demographical information 
was unavailable), 150 (58.1%) students were from an institution that meets the 
criterion of PWI (demographical profile consisting of at least 51% White 
students) while 91 (35.3%) from an institution that did not meet this criterion. 
Both groups were included in the sample. Students who declined, shared 
incomplete information (ambiguous acronyms), or if public data was unavailable 
treated as missing data. 
2. Demographical items, such as race/ethnicity and first-generation status were 
collected and assessed using a series of separate hierarchical regression analyses 
to predict each of the thriving outcome variables alongside gender and both forms 
of family support. Consistently across the models, these effects were marginal or 
nonsignificant and removed from further analysis. 
3. In preliminary analyses, neuroticism consistently predicted thriving when 
regression models for each thriving outcome variable were tested separately. 
4. While the lack of campus resource utilization is prevalent across participants from 
multiple institutions in the U.S., the participants all stem from the Amazon 
Mechanical Turk platform, suggesting that the lack of use could be a 
commonality across this particular source for participants. 
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Table 1 
 
Variables categorized as pre-matriculation, internal, external, or outcomes (thriving) 
 
Category Variables 
 
Pre-Matriculation Gender, Family Income General Family 
 
Support, Financial Family Support 
 
Internal Emotional Intelligence, Personality Factors (Extraversion, 
Neuroticism, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness), 
Stress Perceived Stress 
 
External Student Organization Affiliation, Campus Resources, Social 
Media, Social Network Quality 
Thriving (Composite) Social Integration, Happiness, Depressive Symptoms, Self- 
 
Esteem, College Adjustment, Closeness to Institution 
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Table 2 
 
Bean’s (1980) Male and Female Profiles Leading to Student Attrition 
 
Gender Profile 
 
Male Not committed to the institution, low university GPA, satisfied with being 
 
a student, does not believe that education was leading to development, 
finds life repetitive, does not know social and academic rules of 
institution, and potentially lives with parents. 
Female Not committed to the institution, poor academic performance in high 
school, does not belong to campus organizations, does not believe college 
will lead to employment, not committed to obtaining a bachelor’s degree, 
not satisfied with being a student, does know the social and academic rules 
of the institution, participates in decision making, does not feel treated 
fairly, and does not have informal meetings with staff and faculty. 
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Table 3 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
 
1. Income -- 
2. EI .19** -- 
3. Neuro -.18**  -.42** -- 
4. Extra .20**   .24** -.31** -- 
5. Open .17**   .38** -.38**  .13* -- 
6. Agree .19**   .58** -.36*   .19**   .60** -- 
7. Con .19** .39**   -.55**  .13* .39**    .33** -- 
8. SSNQ .18** .30**   -.14* .12 .18**    .27**    .19**   -- 
9. SM .03 - .02 .17**  -.03 -.10 -.08 -.11 .10 -- 
10. PSS -.22**   -.46**    .71**   -.25** -.45**  -.43**  -.56**  -.21** .18** -- 
11. THRIVE .25**   .55**  -.74**  .36**   .49**   .52**  .54**  .28** -.18**  -.82** -- 
M 2.88 3.78 2.42 3.06 3.89 3.78 3.74 .00 2.41 2.38 0.00 
SD 1.16 .53 .88 .96 .89 .81 .82 .96 2.54 .74 .95  
 
 
Note: Emotional Intelligence (EI); Family Income (Income); Neuroticism (Neuro); 
 
Extraversion (Extra); Openness (Open); Agreeableness (Agree); Conscientiousness 
(Con); Social Support Network Quality (SSNQ); Social Media (SM); Perceived Stress 
(PSS); Thriving (THRIVE). 
**Correlation significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
 
*Correlation significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
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Figure 1. Tinto’s (1975) Model of College Dropout Behavior 
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Figure 2. Bean’s (1980) Student Attrition Model. 
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Figure 3. Hypothesized path model illustrating pre-matriculation, internal, and external 
variables as contributors to appraisal (perceived stress) and subsequent thriving. 
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Figure 4. Operational models for testing predictor variable relationships using 
hierarchical regression analysis. In model 1.1, pre-matriculation (PRE-MAT) variables 
were tested to predict internal (INT) and external (EXT) variables. In model 1.2, PRE- 
MAT variables were tested to predict perceived stress (PSS). In model 1.3, PRE-MAT 
(step 1), INT, and EXT (step 2) were added to the model in steps to predict PSS. 
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Figure 5. Operational models for testing predictor variable relationships and predictor 
interactions with PSS to predict thriving outcome variables (hierarchical regression 
analyses). In model 2.1, PRE-MAT were tested as to whether they predicted the outcome 
variables. In model 2.2, INT and EXT were added to the model in a second step with 
PRE-MAT to test whether they predict outcome variables. In model 2.3, PSS was added 
to the model in a second step with PRE-MAT to predict the outcome variables. In model 
2.4, INT and EXT were added to the model with PRE-MAT and PSS to predict outcome 
variables. In model 2.5, interactions between INT, EXT, and PSS were added to model in 
the final step. 
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Figure 6. Interaction between personality factor extraversion and perceived stress 
predicting overall thriving. 
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Table 4 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Predictor Variables and Perceived Stress 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R2 .60 
 
 
Note: Dependent variable: perceived stress; Social Support Network Quality (SSNQ); 
Pre-matriculation (Pre-Mat); Internal (INT); External (EXT). 
P < .05* P < .01** P < .001*** 
Predictors Type β 
Step 1   
Gender Pre-Mat .312* 
Fin. Family Support Pre-Mat -.293*** 
Gen. Family Support Pre-Mat -.513** 
Family Income Pre-Mat -.202* 
R2 .11 
 
Step 2    
 Gender Pre-Mat .271** 
 Fin. Family Support Pre-Mat .014 
 Gen. Family Support Pre-Mat -.023 
 Family Income Pre-Mat -.041 
 Emotional Intelligence INT -.123* 
 Neuroticism INT .450*** 
 Extraversion INT -.031 
 Agreeableness INT -.110 
 Openness INT -.017 
 Conscientiousness INT -.176*** 
 SSNQ EXT -.078 
 Affiliative Groups EXT .127 
 Campus Resources EXT -.127 
 Social Media EXT .028 
 
ΔR2 
 
.49*** 
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Table 5 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Predictor Variables and Thriving 
 
 Predictors Type β 
Step 1    
 Gender Pre-Mat -.085 
 Fin. Family Support Pre-Mat .454*** 
 Gen. Family Support Pre-Mat .519** 
 Family Income 
R2 
Pre-Mat 
.14 
.203*** 
Step 2   
Gender Pre-Mat -.036 
Fin. Family Support Pre-Mat .109 
Gen. Family Support Pre-Mat -.031 
Family Income Pre-Mat -.041 
Emotional Intelligence INT .126* 
Neuroticism INT -.469*** 
Extraversion INT .112** 
Agreeableness INT .108* 
Openness INT .054 
Conscientiousness INT .134** 
SSNQ EXT .109** 
Affiliative Groups EXT .035 
Campus Resources EXT .038 
Social Media EXT -.071 
 
R2 
ΔR2 
.71 
.57*** 
 
Step 3    
 Gender Pre-Mat .100 
 Fin. Family Support Pre-Mat .248*** 
 Gen. Family Support Pre-Mat .267* 
 Family Income Pre-Mat .052 
 Perceived Stress 
R2 
Stress 
.70 
-.775*** 
ΔR2 .01 
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Step 4  
Gender 
 
Pre-Mat 
 
.086 
 Fin. Family Support Pre-Mat .115 
 Gen. Family Support Pre-Mat -.041 
 Family Income Pre-Mat -.001 
 Emotional Intelligence INT .071 
 Neuroticism INT -.267*** 
 Extraversion INT .098** 
 Agreeableness INT .059 
 Openness INT .046 
 Conscientiousness INT .055 
 SSNQ EXT .074* 
 Affiliative Groups EXT .091 
 Campus Resources EXT -.019 
 Social Media EXT -.058 
 Perceived Stress 
R2 
Stress 
.80 
-.448*** 
ΔR2 .09***  
Step 5   
Gender Pre-Mat .067 
Fin. Family Support Pre-Mat .148* 
Gen. Family Support Pre-Mat -.023 
Family Income Pre-Mat .022 
Emotional Intelligence INT .079 
Neuroticism INT -.249*** 
Extraversion INT .125*** 
Agreeableness INT .063 
Openness INT .048 
Conscientiousness INT .076 
SSNQ EXT .074* 
Affiliative Groups EXT .069 
Campus Resources EXT -.015 
Social Media EXT -.060 
Perceived Stress Stress -.424*** 
EI*PSS - -.015 
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Neuro*PSS - -.059 
Extra*PSS - .074* 
Open*PSS - .020 
Agree*PSS      - .042 
Con*PSS      - -.040 
SSNQ*PSS      - -.036 
Affil*PSS      - -.050 
SM*PSS      - .033 
R2 .81 
ΔR2 .017 
 
 
Note: Dependent variable: thriving composite; Social Support Network Quality (SSNQ); 
Pre-Matriculation (Pre-Mat); Internal (INT); External (EXT); Perceived Stress (PSS); 
Emotional Intelligence (EI); Neuroticism (Neuro); Extraversion (Extra); Openness 
(Open); Agreeableness (Agree); Conscientiousness (Con); Affiliative College Groups 
(Affil); Social Media (SM). 
P < .05* P < .01** P < .001*** 
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Appendix 
Measures 
 
Self-rating of Happiness Scale (Abdel-Khalek, 2006) 
 
Instructions: Answer the following question using the 11 – point scale. 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
1. Do you feel happy in general? 
 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
--------- 
 
The Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS) Scale (Aron, Aron & Smollan, 1992) 
[Note: Instructions will be modified to refer to Lehigh as a whole and peers at Lehigh 
specifically.] 
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Mini-IPIP (Donnellan et al., 2006) 
 
Instructions: How much do you agree with each statement about you as you generally are 
now, not as you wish to be in the future? 
 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = somewhat disagree 
3 = neither agree or disagree 
4 = somewhat agree 
5 = strongly agree 
 
 
In general, I... 
1. Am the life of the party. 
2. A Sympathize with others’ feelings. 
3. Get chores done right away. 
4. Have frequent mood swings. 
5. Have a vivid imagination. 
6. Don’t talk a lot. 
7. Am not interested in other people’s problems. 
8. Often forget to put things back in their proper place. 
9. Am relaxed most of the time. 
10. I Am not interested in abstract ideas. 
11. Talk to a lot of different people at parties. 
12. Feel others’ emotions 
13. Like order. 
14. Get upset easily. 
15. I Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. 
16. Keep in the background. 
17. Am not really interested in others. 
18. Make a mess of things. 
19. Seldom feel blue. 
20. Do not have a good imagination. 
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Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI – SPV) (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985) 
(In the survey, participants will be asked to describe 5 of their friends and list their 
initials. Then, using the initials of the friends, they will be asked the following questions 
from the NRI-SPV.) 
 
Instructions: Now we would like you to answer the following questions about the people 
you identified above. Sometimes the answers for different people may be the same, but 
sometimes they may be different. 
 
1 = Little or none 
2 = Somewhat 
3 = Very much 
4 = Extremely much 
5 = The most 
 
Friend 1 Friend 2 Friend 3 Friend 4 Friend 5 
1. How often do you spend 
fun time with this person? 
    
2. How often do you and 
this person disagree or 
quarrel with each other? 
    
3. How much does this 
person help you when you 
need to get something 
done? 
    
4. How much do you and 
these people get on each 
other’s nerves? 
    
5. How often do you tell 
these people things you 
don’t want others to know? 
    
6. How much do you help 
this person with things they 
can’t do by themselves? 
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7. How much do this 
person like or love you? 
8. How much do this 
person treat you like you’re 
admired and respected? 
9. How sure are you that 
these relationships will last 
no matter what? 
 
 
 
 
Emotion Intelligence Scale (Schutte et al., 1998) 
 
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which each item applies to you using the 
following scale: 
 
1 = strongly agree 
2 = agree 
3 = neither agree or disagree 
4 = disagree 
5 = strongly disagree 
 
(1) I know when to speak about my personal problems to others 
(2) When I am faced with obstacles, I remember times I faced similar obstacles and 
overcame them 
(3) I expect that I will do well on most things I try 
(4) Other people find it easy to confide in me 
(5) I find it hard to understand the non-verbal messages of other people* 
(6) Some of the major events of my life have led me to re-evaluate what is important 
and not important 
(7) When my mood changes, I see new possibilities 
(8) Emotions are one of the things that make my life worth living 
(9) I am aware of my emotions as I experience them 
(10) I expect good things to happen 
(11) I like to share my emotions with others 
(12) When I experience a positive emotion, I know how to make it last 
(13) I arrange events others enjoy 
(14) I seek out activities that make me happy 
(15) I am aware of the non-verbal messages I send to others 
(16) I present myself in a way that makes a good impression on others 
(17) When I am in a positive mood, solving problems is easy for me 
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(18) By looking at their facial expressions, I recognize the emotions people are 
experiencing 
(19) I know why my emotions change 
(20) When I am in a positive mood, I am able to come up with new ideas 
(21) I have control over my emotions 
(22) I easily recognize my emotions as I experience them 
(23) I motivate myself by imagining a good outcome to tasks I take on 
(24) I compliment others when they have done something well 
(25) I am aware of the non-verbal messages other people send 
(26) When another person tells me about an important event in his or her life, I almost 
feel as though I have experienced this event myself 
(27) When I feel a change in emotions, I tend to come up with new ideas 
(28) When I am faced with a challenge, I give up because I believe I will fail* 
(29) I know what other people are feeling just by looking at them 
(30) I help other people feel better when they are down 
(31) I use good moods to help myself keep trying in the face of obstacles 
(32) I can tell how people are feeling by listening to the tone of their voice 
(33) It is difficult for me to understand why people feel the way they do 
 
 
 
The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) 
 
Instructions: Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about 
yourself. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement. 
 
1 = strongly agree 
2 = agree 
3 = neither agree or disagree 
4 = disagree 
5 = strongly disagree 
 
1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 
2.* At times, I think I am no good at all. 
3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. 
5.* I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 
6.* I certainly feel useless at times. 
7. I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 
8.* I wish I could have more respect for myself. 
9.* All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 
10. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 
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Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen, Kamarck & Mermelstein, 1983) 
 
Instructions: The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts during 
the last month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate by circling how often you felt 
or thought a certain way. 
 
0 = never 
1 = almost never 
2 = sometimes 
3 = fairly often 
4 = very often 
 
1. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that happened 
unexpectedly? 
2. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the 
important things in your life? 
3. In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and “stressed”? 
4. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to handle your 
personal problems? 
5. In the last month, how often have you felt that things we’re going your way? 
6. In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all the things 
that you had to do? 
7. In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in your life? 
8. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things? 
9. In the last month, how often have you been angered because of things that were outside 
of your control? 
10. In the last month how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you 
could not overcome them? . 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Social Provisions Scale (Russell & Cutrona, 1984) 
 
Instructions: In answering the next set of questions I am going to ask you, I want you to 
think about your current relationship with friends, family members, coworkers, 
community members, and so on. Please tell me to what extent you agree that each 
statement describes your current relationships with other people. Use the following scale 
to give me your opinion. 
 
1 = strongly agree 
2 = agree 
3 = neither agree or disagree 
4 = disagree 
5 = strongly disagree 
 
1. There are people I can depend on to help me if I really need it. 
2. I feel that I do not have close personal relationships with other people. 
3. There is no one I can turn to for guidance in times of stress. 
4. There are people who depend on me for help. 
5. There are people who enjoy the same social activities I do. 
6. Other people do not view me as competent. 
7. I feel personally responsible for the well-being of another person. 
8. I feel part of a group of people who share my attitudes and beliefs. 
9. I do not think other people respect my skills and abilities. 
10. If something went wrong, no one would come to my assistance. 
11. I have close relationships that provide me with a sense of emotional security and 
well-being. 
12. There is someone I could talk to about important decisions in my life. 
13. I have relationships where my competence and skill are recognized. 
14. There is no one who shares my interests and concerns. 
15. There is no one who really relies on me for their well-being. 
16. There is a trustworthy person I could turn to for advice if I were having problems. 
17. I feel a strong emotional bond with at least one other person. 
18. There is no one I can depend on for aid if I really need it. 
19. There is no one I feel comfortable talking about problems with. 
20. There are people who admire my talents and abilities. 
21. I lack a feeling of intimacy with another person. 
22. There is no one who likes to do the things I do. 
23. There are people who I can count on in an emergency. 
24. No one needs me to care for them. 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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College Adjustment Test (Pennebaker, 2013) 
 
Instructions: Use a 7-point scale to answer each of the following questions, where: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not at all somewhat a great deal 
Within the LAST WEEK, how often have you: 
1. Missed your friends from high school    
2. Missed your home    
3. Missed your parents and other family members    
4. Worried about how you will perform academically at college    
5. Worried about love or intimate relationships with others    
6. Worried about the way you look    
7. Worried about the impression you make on others    
8. Worried about being in college in general    
9. Liked your classes  _ 
10. Liked your roommate(s)    
11. Liked being away from your parents    
12. Liked your social life    
13. Liked college in general    
14. Felt angry    
15. Felt lonely    
16. Felt anxious or nervous    
17. Felt depressed    
18. Felt optimistic about your future at college    
19. Felt good about yourself    
 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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CES-D (Radloff, 1977) 
 
Instructions: Below is a list of some of the ways you may have felt or behaved. Please 
indicate how often 
you’ve felt this way during the past week. 
 
0 - Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day) 
1 - Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 
2 - Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 
3 - All of the time (5-7 days) 
 
In the past week: 
1. I was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me. 
2. I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor. 
3. I felt that I could not shake off the blues, even with help from my family or friends. 
4. I felt that I was just as good as other people. 
5. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing. 
6. I felt depressed. 
7. I felt that everything I did was an effort. 
8. I felt hopeful about the future. 
9. I thought my life had been a failure. 
10. I felt fearful. 
11. My sleep was restless. 
12. I was happy. 
13. I talked less than usual. 
14. I felt lonely. 
15. People were unfriendly. 
16. I enjoyed life. 
17. I had crying spells. 
18. I felt sad. 
19. I felt that people dislike me. 
20. I could not get “going.” 
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Survey Questions 
 
Pre-Matriculation Questions 
 
What were some of the thoughts and feelings you experienced last summer as you were 
preparing to leave home and begin attending [Institution]? 
 
What were the primary factors your considered when deciding which college to attend? 
Why did you choose to attend [Institution]? 
 
What were some of the ways the people in your life supported you during your transition 
to attend [Institution]? Who were your primary sources of support? How satisfied were 
you with the support they gave you? 
 
Are you a first-generation student, meaning that your parents or primary guardians did 
not acquire a 4-year degree after high school? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
What is your family’s approximate household income? 
 <$24,999 
 $25,000 – $49,999 
 $50,000 – $74,999 
 $75,000 - $99,999 
 $100,000 + 
 
How does your family’s income compare to the typical student at [Institution]? Is it about 
average, higher than average, or lower than average? 
 
Post-Matriculation 
 
Orientation 
 
How was your experience with orientation at [Institution]? Did you feel like it was a 
good use of your time? 
 
To what extent do you continue to spend time with people you met during orientation? 
 
Friend Relationships 
 
How do you meet your friends at [Institution]? What do you look for in others, when 
making friends? 
 
List the first and last initials of up to five of your closest friends at [Institution]. 
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Next to their initials, describe their class, approximate age, gender, and race. 
Initials Class Gender Race Major (or 
unknown/undecided) 
Is this your 
roommate? 
Friend 1      
Friend 2      
Friend 3      
Friend 4      
Friend 5      
[There will a drop-down menu to select options for Class (Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, 
Senior), Gender (Male, Female, Non-binary), Race (White, Black or African American, 
Hispanic/Latinx, Native American or American Indian, Multiracial, Other)]. 
 
How is your relationship with your friends at home in comparison to your friends at 
[Institution]? In what ways are these peer groups similar, and in what ways are they 
different? 
 
 
College Groups and Resources 
 
Based on your experience thus far, to what extent do you feel that [Institution] has a 
diverse student body? Why or why not? 
 
Are you affiliated with (or plan to join) a Greek Organization, athletic team, or the club 
organization? If so, which ones? 
 
Whether or not you decided to join a Greek Organization, how did the Greek rushing 
period at the beginning of this semester affect your social network? Do you feel more or 
less connected now compared to last semester? 
 
Have you made use of the student affairs resources or organizations at [Institution] (e.g. 
counseling services, LGBTQ+ centers, multicultural centers)? If so, which ones and why? 
 
Social Media 
 
Do you use social media? If so, which platforms (e.g. Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, 
Twitter)? 
 
What is your primary purpose for using social media? Select all that apply. 
 I don’t use social media. 
 I use it to stay connected my friends and family at home. 
 I use it to stay connected to my current friends at Lehigh. 
 I use it to make new friends at Lehigh. 
 I use it as a mental break. 
 I use it for another purpose:  . 
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How much time per day would you say you spend on social media? 
 
Please indicate the approximate percentage of time (out of 100) you spend connecting on 
social media with each of the following categories: 
 
friends from home 
friends at [Institution] 
significant others 
followers/acquaintances) 
 
Academic Performance 
 
What is your major? If you have not yet declared, what is your most likely major at this 
point? 
 
What is your current overall GPA? 
 
How satisfied are you with your academic performance overall? 
 
Social Adjustment 
 
Lehigh/Institution identification (belongingness/fit): [Hardly ever / Some of the time / 
Often] 
a. I feel a bond with others at Lehigh/Institution. 
b. I think that Lehigh/Institution has a lot to be proud of. 
c. The fact that I am part of the Lehigh/Institution community is an important part of my 
identity. 
 
Loneliness (lack of belongingness/fit): [Hardly ever / Some of the time / Often] 
a. How often do you feel that you lack companionship at Lehigh/Institution? 
b. How often do you feel left out at Lehigh/Institution? 
c. How often do you feel isolated from others at Lehigh/Institution? 
 
What are some of the ways the people in your life continue to support you now that 
you’re attending [Institution]? Please think both about friends and family from home, as 
well as people you’ve met at [Institution]. 
 
Narrative 
 
Now that you have completed your first semester of college/university, think about the 
experience from the beginning. Write a brief story from your perspective about the 
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transition from home to school. You can mention your feelings and emotions, important 
people that helped (such as family, friends, professors or staff), events that took place, and 
any friends you have made. Be as descriptive as you like. 
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social navigation of adolescence and emerging adults, particularly those from racially or 
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Celebrations Committee. Additionally, she enjoyed her time working as a teaching 
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